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This book is dedicated to Dr. John D Pilkey 
and all the Biblical euhemerists 
mythographers 
devoted to the origin of mankind 
from the family of Noah. 


John Davis Pilkey was Associate Professor of English at Los 
Angeles Baptist College (now Master’s College) in Newhall, 
California. He obtained his B.A. degree from Tufts University in 
1964 and his M.A. degree in English at the University of Missouri 
at Kansas City in 1969. He acquired his Ph.D. in the same subject 
at the University of Kansas in 1974. The following year he 
completed a Th.M. program with Dallas Theological Seminary. 
He now lives in retirement in Kansas with his wife Marilyn. 

Since 1963, Dr. Pilkey has devoted much of his time to the 
study of the origin of the nations from Noah’s family. His studies 
in Victorian literature have shown the interplay between the rise 
of Darwinism and the decline of the Christian euhemerist 
movement. For more than four decades, he has sought to 
establish the pre-Darwinian concept of Gentile origins. 

To date, John has produced six masterful works dealing with 
pre-Abrahamic history, the study of the mono-mythological 
traditions of the Gentiles and the origin of the races from the 
family of Noah. His works to date consist of: “Origin of Nations,” 
“Kingship At Its Source,” “Noah’s Family Speaks,” “A Designed 
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World,” “A Postdiluvian Timeline,” and “A Continuous Narrative 
of Postdiluvian History.” 


Stag Nature Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron 
Shem in control of the Indo-European and Semtic linguistic stocks 
following Noah’s blessing of the “Yahweh Elohim of Shem.” 


“The certainty of a universal Deluge is of great 
consequence 
to be proved; as the history of the antediluvian 
world, and all 
the religious truths, with which it is attended, 
depend upon it. 
Not that the Mosaic history stands in need of any 
foreign evidence 
to an ingenuous and unprejudiced mind. But there 
are persons in 
the world, who with a small share of reading 
and philosophy presume to 
arraign the divine Historian; and by a specious way 
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of writing have had an undue influence upon 
others. This makes 
it necessary to accumulate these additional proofs: 
and I have accordingly 

taken these pains towards the recovery of lost 

evidence in favor of this great event: that from the 
universal 
assent of mankind the truth might be ascertained.” 
-- Jacob Bryant. 1776 
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Preface 
The ideal goal of Genesis 10 study is to destroy secularism [as it 
was Euhermus’ goal to destroy Grecian polytheism]. Secularists 
believe that they possess a logically coherent worldview proving 
that the Bible cannot be comprehensively true concerning 
origins. They worked out this consensus in the 19th and 20th 
centuries through a constant pressure of rebellion vigilant to 
select and interpret data seemingly inconsistent with the Bible. 
Several key components go to make up their belief system: the 
traditional chronology of the Egyptian Old Kingdom, a critical use 
of “eponym ancestry,” anthropological and _ psychological 
assumptions about mythology and, in _ contrast, certain 
misconceptions among Biblicists such as the belief that linguistic 
and racial diversity did not exist prior to the Tower of Babel. 
At the root of modern secularism lies the 18th-century trend 
known as the “Enlightenment.” This movement derived from the 
desire by Europeans to put an end to the religious strife of the 
previous two centuries. Thinkers in the 18th century searched for 
and found a common ground between Protestants and Catholics 
in a general avoidance of religious themes by a re-focus on 
natural philosophy or “science.” This re-focus gained rapid 
recognition through the practical benefits of scientific study. 
Theological insight began to appear abstract and impractical. 
Religious faith seemed to have caused more harm than good. 
Even devoted Christians began to adopt an idea of the 
Brotherhood of Man, at odds with religious sectarianism. 
The two dominant cultures that existed before and after 1740 
were adversarial in more ways than one. Theology was not the 
only issue. The earlier, Renaissance culture emphasized social, 
political and intellectual eminence. After the time of Voltaire, the 
“enlightened” culture came to mean an egalitarian democracy. 
Both sides in this conflict of values were ill-equipped to 
appreciate the biblical account of origins. Racism and contempt 
crippled the Renaissance culture for the masses. The enlightened 
culture, as it developed in the 19th and 20th centuries, was 
against the central element in postdiluvian times— kingship built 
from the monogenetic top down. When the crucial science of 
Sumerology came to light, the Sumerian assertion that “kingship 
descended from heaven after the Flood” was no _ longer 
appreciated as a foundational truth. 
In their embittered rivalry the Renaissance and Enlightened 
viewpoints both crippled the modern capacity to appreciate 
biblical origins [in much the same way ancient apotheosis 
depreciated the humanity of ancestral rulers in creating 
polytheistic paganism]. Latter-day Renaissance types like L. A. 
Waddell in the 1920s understood that radical kingship held a key 
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to origins but centered their concept of eminence in an anti- 
Semitic bias in favor of ancient Indo-Europeans. Waddell 
despised the Bible as a Semitic document. He found the 
Renaissance principle of eminence in a set of ancient, exclusively 
Indo-European rulers of universal, imperial scope. He could not 
imagine that the rulers he admired derived from a multi-racial 
and polyglot elite at the core of Noah’s expanding family. Neither 
he nor other secular scholars could reckon with the high 
longevities which made this elite a practical reality. Another type 
of Renaissance mindset, loyal to the _ Bible, reacted 
inappropriately toward Semitism in a way that did not appreciate 
the Sumerians and other non-Semites. These Biblicists reacted to 
the opposite extreme and were offended to discover that neither 
the Sumerians nor Elamites — the latter assigned to Shem’s 
family in Genesis10:22 — were Semitic speakers. They kept 
looking for Semites as though Noah himself were a Semite. 
Meanwhile, the ardently democratic, mainstream culture 
processed antiquity in a plausible but equally false manner. On 
the Christian side, the central emphasis on the Brotherhood of 
Man seemed to make common cause with biblical monogenesis: 
the unity of human origins in Adam and Noah. This stress on 
radical unity came to rest, however, in the mistaken assumption 
that humanity was united in race and language throughout 
history before the Tower of Babel event. As early as the Christian 
fifth century, St. Augustine laid a false foundation for the 
“enlightened” view with two mistaken beliefs about Genesis 10- 
11: (1) that mankind was strictly unified in race and language 
before Babel and (2) that the names in Genesis 10 refer to “races 
not men” so that these names, taken as persons, can only be 
viewed as eponymous ancestors without concrete historical 
reality. Augustine and other early Christians added the equally 
mistaken assumption that polytheism is the same thing as 
idolatry. They neglected the form of polytheism affirmed in Psalm 
82. 

The secular worldview can be shattered at its foundation by 
several perceptions based on a harmony between the biblical 
account of origins and observed data: racial fixity of type; the 
module value of thirty-year periods in Genesis 11; the recognition 
that linguistic unity of language was the sin under judgment in 
the Tower of Babel event; a reinterpretation of eponym ancestry; 
evidence of both euhemerism (the equation of men and gods) and 
a theology of diversity of the names of God in the polytheism of 
the earliest nations; and the steady emphasis on kingship in the 
earliest records of Sumer, Egypt and India. 

[ED: Earlier Euhemerists attempted this reinterpretation. For instance, Isidore 
of Seville devoted a chapter "De diis gentium" to elucidating with numerous 
examples and elaborated genealogies of gods, the principle drawn from 


Lactantius, "Those whom pagans claim to be gods were once mere men." 
Elaborating logically, he attempted to place these deified men in the six great 
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periods of history as he divided it, and created mythological dynasties. Isidore's 
euhemeristic bent was codified in Peter Comestor's appendix to his much 
translated Historia scholastica (written ca. 1160), further condensing Isidore to 
provide strict parallels of figures from the pagan legend, and the mighty 
patriarchs of the Old Testament. Snorri Sturluson's "euhemerism" In the Prose 
Edda, composed around 1220, proposed that the Norse gods were originally 
historical war leaders and kings whose funereal sites had developed into cults. 
Odin, the father of the gods, is introduced as a historical character living in 
present-day Turkey, with his ancestry traced back to Priam, the king of Troy 
during the Trojan War. The mythologies reveal that Odin traveled north to settle 
in the Nordic countries, where he establishes the royal families ruling in 
Denmark, Sweden, and Norway at the time. ] 
An accurate understanding of biblical monogenesis must be built, 
not on generalities, but upon specific identifications of ancient 
names with a core of elite human beings listed in the text of 
Genesis 10-11. The Table of Nations in Genesis 10 refers both to 
races and men according to a pattern of interlocking feudal 
relationships. A systematic study of these lists through 
comparison with selected historical and mythological names 
results in certain surprises. Twelve of the names refer to women: 
three scattered through the Mizraim clan, four at the close of the 
Canaanite clan and five at the end of the Joktanite clan. At the 
time of the Flood, the four female survivors gained high 
importance as genetic carriers of the Adamic heritage of four 
races. 
For thematic reasons, the Bible practices tact by refusing to 
acknowledge these female identities. To do so would have meant 
dealing with racial diversity explicitly. The Bible diverts attention 
from race to realities that all men and women share in common. 
Race remains implicit and so does the female presence in 
Genesis 10. Compiled by Moses by the time of the Exodus, the 
Book of Genesis is in some ways an anti-Egyptian document. 
Hebrews of Moses’ time fully knew of the great goddesses of the 
Egyptian pantheon and preferred an account of origins purged of 
such persons. There was no room for a “goddess” in the Hebraic 
worldview. To have specified female members of of the 
community of names in Genesis 10 would have simultaneously 
promoted a distractive knowledge of racial diversity and brought 
to light the “Mahadevi tetrad” of the East Indians: the four 
female survivors of the Flood conceived as a four-in-one sect of 
women under the label “Mahadevi,” “Great Goddess.” 
Another peculiarity of Genesis 10 is that it combines a minority of 
physical paternities with a majority of feudal sonships by oaths of 
loyalty. The Japhethite section is typical. Only the first three 
names in 10:2 refer to physical sons of Japheth. The fourth name 
refers to a grandson. The remaining three are vassals of Japheth 
recruited from the family of Shem. The three vassals of Gomer in 
10:3 were all postdiluvian sons of Noah; and the four vassals of 
Javan in 10:4 combined one son and three grandsons of Sidon, 
son of Canaan the son of Ham. Although the text emphasizes 
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Noah’s three antediluvian sons, the full body of persons referred 
to throughout the text reveals an intertexture of genetic and 
political relationships. 

These conclusions have relatively little to do with biblical 
exegesis. The study recorded in this book lays hold of all relevant 
data from high antiquity under guidelines furnished by Genesis 
10-11. When I name the patriarch Ashkenaz of Genesis 10:3, for 
example, I am simultaneously referring to Wakan-Tanka of the 
Dakotas, Skan of the Sioux, Kanati of the Iroquois, Yarlaganda of 
the Gutians and Yarilo of the Slavs. Each name in Genesis 10 
draws to focus light gathered from the ends of the earth. 

This exercise in reconstructive history depends so heavily on 
hypotheses concerning the cross-cultural transmission of proper 
names that it is always subject to criticism by conventional 
skepticism based on academic linguistics. This criticism is deeply 
entrenched in academia because it reflects the time, effort and 
social prestige involved in the mastery of ancient languages. It 
reasons from fine nuances of phonetic habit and preference in 
specific languages and grammatical, syntactic and idiomatic 
practices. Despite its usefulness sometimes, this critical method 
is fundamentally illogical in dealing with the cross-cultural 
transmission of “foreign” names such as Persian “Ashkenaz” or 
“Arphaxad” in the Hebrew Bible. False assumptions are made 
about the closed character of linguistic cultures; and these, in 
turn, are based on popular, nationalistic or “Nativist” views of 
human origins as opposed to the imperial-international view 
developed in this study. 

The replication pattern shown in Appendix V and VI furnishes 
positive proof of the validity of our method and basic premise. 
Thirteen contiguous tribes in Ptolemy’s chart of ancient Germany 
tell an unambiguous story. As named and located, they display an 
ancestral memorial of the early postdiluvian heartland from Lydia 
in the northwest to eastern Arabia in the southeast and including 
Akkad and Sumer. “Nativist” assumptions about the origin of 
such tribes are false. Mankind once belonged to a vast, 
worldwide empire shaped by an elite set of fifty-four persons 
whose lives extended over the second half of the third millennium 
BCE. “Nativism” is a democratic sentiment unjustly applied to 
ancient history. The opposed term “Diffusionism” is inadequate 
to convey the precise and explicit nature of man’s imperial 
origin. 


Glossary of Terms 


Anship. High priesthood of the heaven god An, equivalent to El Elyon, a 
name of God associated with political sovereignty. 


Antediluvian. Referring to the period of world history prior to Noah’s 
Flood. 
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Aryan. A synonym for “Indo-European” and referring to one of the eight 
great linguistic stocks of mankind. 


Atum. An Egyptian term meaning “totality” and denoting the imperial 
monad of the world in the early postdiluvian period. 


Austroasiatic. The southern part of the Sino-Tibetan linguistic stock 
inhabiting Southeast Asia. 


Austronesian. The linguistic stock inhabiting the oceanic, island world 
extending from Malagasy to Polynesia and including Malaysia, 
Indonesia, Papua, native Philippines, native Taiwan, Micronesia and 
Melanesia. 


Dumuziship. High priesthood of the shepherd god Dumuzi, equivalent 
to Hebrew Adonai and associated with blood sacrifice as first practiced 
by Abel. 


Early Postdiluvian. The period after Noah’s Flood when the imperial 
monad of the world was still clearly recognizable. 


Enkiship. High priesthood of the water and wisdom god _ Enki, 
equivalent to Hebrew El Olam and associated with eternity, mystery 
and intellect. 


Enlilship. High priesthood of the air god Enlil (“Lord Wind’), 
equivalent to Elohim and associated with the creation of nature and 
man as well as with verbal inspiration. 


Euhemerism. The identification of gods with human leaders chiefly of 
the Noahic world monad. 


Feudalism. A political system based on oaths of personal allegiance 
such as described in Genesis 14:1-4. Genesis 10 is chiefly a feudal 
document in which the governing principle is feudal as well as natural 
sonship. The common term for feudal sonship is “vassalage” with an 
implication of obligatory service. 


Finno-Ugrian. A western branch of the Ural-Altaic linguistic stock 
including Hungarians, Finns and certain tribes of greater Russia. 


Hamitic. The linguistic stock proper to ancient Egypt. The term is 
carefully distinguished from the phrase “sons of Ham” because it refers 
to a people descended chiefly from Japheth and transferred to Ham by 
political revolution. 


Indo-European. The linguistic stock predominating in Europe, Russia, 
Iran and India. 


Inanna Succession. The derivation of Shem’s imperial line of Genesis 
11 from the male bloodline of Canaan owing to the teenage union of 
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Arphaxad I’s daughter Inanna (“Cainan”) with Canaan’s son Sidon, 
generating the next imperial heir Shelah. 


Ishkurship. High priesthood of the storm god Ishkur, equivalent to 
Hebrew Yahweh, God of justice, punitive righteousness and religious 
and moral separatism. 


Isochronic Modules. Units of time used by the Noahic council to 
divide and schedule colonization processes and local “dynasties.” 


Ka. The Egyptian term equivalent to Sumerian namlugal meaning 
“kingship” and Akkadian term karibu meaning “enthroned.” In Egyptian 
hieroglyphics, it is represented by the figure of a man with upraised 
arms. This image carries the same meaning in the Celtic Gundestrup 
Caldron. 


Monogenesis. The origin of mankind from a single genetic source. 


Nannaship. High priesthood of the moon god, equivalent to El Shaddai 
and associated with the passage time and generations and the principle 
of revolutions in history together with their dispensational results. The 
Nannaship constrasts with the solar Utuship, the principle of immutable 


glory. 


Ninurtaship. High priesthood of the war god Ninurta, equivalent to El 
Gibbor and associated with physical strength and its correlatives. 


Noahic Elite. A compact community of fifty-four persons bearing the 
feudal names in Genesis 10 and distinguished from later humanity by 
high longevity and unique political privileges and genetic and other 
duties. The Noahic elite are the absolute feudal aristocracy of early 
man, invariably accompanied by euhemeristic deification. 


Polygenesis. The theory that the races of mankind are genetically 
unrelated, especially as it existed prior to World War II and the Nazi 
Holocaust. Since the Holacaust, polygenetic views have been restated 
as “Nativism,” waiving the genetic element but maintaining that 
cultures have developed independently according to distinctive local 
environments. 


Semitic. The linguistic stock predominating in Ethiopia, Arabia, Iraq, 
Syria, Palestine and North Africa. Hebrew is an ancient Semitic 
language. The term is carefully distinguished from “Shemite,” meaning 
“pertaining to Shem,” a man who began life as an Indo-European and 
inherited the Semitic stock through political revolution. 


Sino-Tibetan. The linguistic stock proper to China, Tibet and 
Austroasia. 


Sumer. Ancient southern Mesopotamia inhabited by speakers of 


Sumerian, a language related to the Finno-Ugrian branch of the Ural- 
Altaic stock. Because Noah was a Ural-Altaic, Sumerian was the most 
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likely lingua franca in the diluvian family at the time of the Flood. 
Noah’s family inhabited Sumer for sixty years prior to the Flood and are 
incorporated into the antediluvian section of the Sumerian King List. 


Ural-Altaic. The linguistic stock of Manchuria, Mongolia, non-Russian 
Siberia, central Asia, Turkey and the Finno-Ugric nations as well as 
Korea and Japan. The Ural-Altaic character of Korea and Japan is rather 
uncertainly defined. 


Utuship. High priesthood of the sun god Utu, equivalent to Yahweh 
Sabaoth and associated with resurrection and changeless perfection. 


Gudea Priest-King of Lagash in Attitude of Worship 


Http://arthist.cla.umn.edu/aict/html/ancient/aneastSU. html. 
copied 122106 


Chapter One 


The World in Two Halves 


Four Important Biblical Events 

A series of four momentous events occurred in the years 2518, 

2398, 2340 and 2302: 1.) Noah’s Flood 2.) The sin of Ham and 
curse on Canaan 3.) The Tower of Babel event and 4.) The war 
between Uruk and Aratta. 
The first is reported by the Bible and the Sumerian King List; 
the second, by the Bible and the Akkadian Marduk Epic; the 
third, by the Bible and indirectly by Hellenic tradition; and the 
fourth by Sumerian legends and the Marduk Epic. The data at my 
disposal is identical to what is commonly known and accepted as 
fact by nearly everyone. The radical difference lies in 
interpretation. Owing to an instinctive contempt for biblical 
monogenesis, modern historians have failed to put the Flood 
tradition to work. Noah’s universal deluge occurred in 2518 and 
reduced the population of mankind to eight persons. One of the 
reasons why this event remains virtually inconceivable to modern 
thought is that nations were built from the top down by 
patriarchs who pre-existed the people they subsequently ruled. 
That reality is so alien to democratic thought that modern 
scholars cannot process the simple statement in the Sumerian 
King List that, “Kingship descended from heaven” after the 
Flood. They deny the Universal Deluge because they are 
unwilling to follow up its implications. 

Following the Flood the foundational political history of 
mankind was largely determined by three events occurring 120, 
178 and 216 years after the Flood. Prior to the 120th year, eight 
survivors of the Flood worked to organize one linguistic stock 
each: Noah, the Ural-Altaics; Japheth, the Hamites (Egyptians); 
Ham, the Semites*; Shem, the Indo-Europeans; Noah’s wife 
Mahadevi, the Amerindians; Japheth’s wife Kali, the 
Austronesians; Ham’s wife Uma, the Sumerians; and Shem’s wife 
Durga (Sheba-I), the Sino-Tibetans. When Ham offended Noah, 
his father punished him by cursing his son and heir Canaan. The 
curse transferred rule of Ham’s Semitic stock to Shem. In 
compensation, Ham inherited Japheth’s “Hamitic” stock. Shem 
transferred his Indo-Europeans to Japheth. [*p.140]* Reasons for 
identifying Ham with the Semitic stock are given in Chapter Nine 
in the entry on the year 2398. 

This radical exchange occurred so early that there is nothing 
misleading in referring to Ham’s original stock as “Semites” or to 
Japheth’s as “Hamites.” The original status quo, however, 
continued to influence the political course of later events. The 
West Semites of Palestine adopted the name of Canaan according 
to their origin from Ham’s son Canaan. Japheth attempted to 
recover his Egyptian people and continued to be venerated in 
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Upper (South)) Egypt as the god Atum Re. East Indian Aryans 
remembered their founder Shem as Brahma, the Originator. 
Shem turns up in other Indo-European pantheons as storm gods 
such as Tar, Thor and Zeus. Among the Semites the same 
patriarch appears as the storm god Adad or Bal. 

The third major event was the construction of the Tower of 
Babel in central Mesopotamia in the 178th year. Because Ham 
lost his Semitic stock to Shem, he felt justified in making the 
most of the Hamites received from Japheth. He determined to 
reduce the entire world community to a single Hamitic stock by 
teaching the Hamitic language to all the protoplasts as a lingua 
franca. The Tower of Babel scheme arose from his effort to create 
radical linguistic unity where it had never existed before. He 
designed a world capital at Babel to be built by the world 
community speaking Hamite.The tower itself was to be a temple 
to Noah’s Ural-Altaic Heaven God An (Akkadian Anu), Hebrew El 
Elyon. As master of the world’s one universal language, Ham 
would now attempt to answer Noah’s curse by claiming the 
priesthood of An for himself and, in effect, become the first 
“Pharaoh” of World-Egypt. In that respect he overreached the 
theocratic mandate of the Hamitic stock, which Japheth had 
devoted instead to the worship of God as Sun, Utu-Shamash-Re 
and Hebrew Yahweh Sabaoth (“Lord God of Hosts”). 

Divine intervention condemned Ham’s scheme by causing 
non-Hamitic workers at Babel to forget the lingua franca. All the 
families resumed the diverse languages of Noah’s original 
design. The Tower of Babel event did not create languages and 
races but confirmed their existence. In the 180th year the 
linguistic protoplasts lived in separate colonies in and around 
Mesopotamia under the rule of Shem’s heir Peleg the Divider. 
This arrangement held firm until the 210th year. In that year 
Peleg split the world community into halves in order to preserve 
the “Inanna succession” according to which he was already 
Shem’s fourth imperial heir. In his mind it remained possible that 
the imperial line of Mesopotamia might revert to the direct male 
descendents of Shem’s son and first heir Arphaxad I rather than 
passing, as it does, to the male line of Canaan through the 
teenage union of Canaan’s son Sidon with Arphaxad’s daughter 
Inanna. Such a reversion would mean that Peleg’s grandfather 
Shelah would no longer claim the imperial birthright. In 
withdrawing half the world to Aratta, Peleg hoped to secure his 
followers from listening to propaganda in favor of changing the 
succession. The result was a typical dynastic war like the 
Hundred Years’ War between England and France over the 
succession of the French crown. 


The War of Uruk and Aratta 
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Peleg’s anxious schism resulted in the fourth formative 
event of early postdiluvian history: the war between Sumerian 
Uruk (Erech) and Iranian Aratta. An added dimension was a 
continuing struggle between Japheth and Ham over control of the 
“Hamitic” linguistic stock located at this time at Sippar in Akkad. 
The family of Ham reasserted their claim to the Hamitic stock by 
centering their hopes in Cush’s son Nimrod. To explain Nimrod’s 
significance, it is essential to clarify the genealogies of Shem and 
Ham. Genesis 11 contains Shem’s genealogy extending from his 
son Arphaxad, born two years after the Flood, to Abram in 
Shem’s eighth generation. Although this genealogy should be 
accepted at face value as a theocratic reality, it is complicated by 
genetic interaction between the families of Shem and Ham. The 
line in Genesis 11 is penetrated twice by the family of Ham, first 


by his son Canaan and later by his son Cush. It is entirely 
mistaken to interpret the line of Shem as the “godly seed” and 


the line of Ham as ritually impure. The entire family of Noah was 
formally holy at the time of the Flood. Ham simply violated 
Noah’s moral standards. His family persisted in offending Noah 
down to the time of the curse. Genetically, however, there was 
nothing unholy about the union of the families of Shem and Ham. 
All the families were essential to rebuild the racial plenitude 
which God had first created in Adam’s family. Ham’s mother 
descended from the “red” race of Abel, who outlived their 
murdered father to inhabit the antediluvian land of Havilah in 
Arabia. This race worshiped God under the name Elohim and 
became the Semitic stock. Shem and Japheth’s mother descended 
from the white race of Cain. This stock worshiped God as Yahweh 
and inhabited the Kurgan region northeast of the Caspian Sea as 
the first Indo-Europeans. Both these races were part of a divine 
design. 


Peleg’s Twin Sister- “Bilika-Pele” Almodad 

I. The first entrance of the male line of Ham into the line of 
Shem occurred at the birth of Shem’s nominal grandson Shelah, 
who was born 37 years after the Flood to a female designated 
“Cainan” in the Septuagint Greek translation and Gospel of Luke. 
This female was a daughter of Shem’s son Arphaxad. At a very 
early age, she united with Canaan’s son Sidon and gave birth to 
Shelah by him. Shelah became known as the victor in the Uruk- 
Aratta War under the Sumerian name Lugalbanda and Akkadian 
mythological name Marduk. 
II]. The second intrusion of Ham’s family into Shem’s line 
occurred in Shem’s fifth generation at the birth of Peleg’s son 
Reu. Ham’s son Cush begot this ruler by Peleg’s twin sister 
Bilika-Pele. Destined to become the foundational Emperor 
Sargon of the Akkadians, Reu appears in Genesis 10:8 as 
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“Nimrod,” the “Mighty Hunter,” so _ important to 
Mesopotamian history that the Bible styles that region of the 
earth the “land of Nimrod.” Nimrod’s nominal father Peleg 
ruled Mesopotamia after the 180th year. Nimrod became 
Emperor Sargon in the 270th. Particular importance, however, 
attaches to his political behavior after the 210th. 

Knowing that Japheth intended to reclaim the Hamitic 
stock for himself, Peleg-Kingu, Reu-Nimrod and Noah’s 
wife Mahadevi-Tiamat devised a conspiracy to undermine 
Japheth’s plan. All three served the interests of Ham: Mahadevi 
because Ham was her antediluvian son; and Peleg and Nimrod 
because they derived in the male line from Ham’s sons Canaan 
and Cush respectively. Mahadevi exercised control over her 
antediluvian “sisters” Durga (Sheba-I) and Kali and their proper 
stocks and hers: the “red” Amerindians, Durga (Sheba-I)’s Sino- 
Tibetans and black Kali’s Austronesians. Uma’s portion of the 
Ural-Altaic stock remained true to her son Japheth at Uruk/Erech 
and became the historic Sumerians; but the rest of the stock 
joined the Aratta faction. These four stocks constituted a formal 
half of the world’s population. 


Red Mahadevi-Havilah-I Red Amerindians 
Yellow Durga-Sheba-I Sino-Tibetans 

Black Kali-Ophir Austronesians 

White Uma-Jobab Ural-Altaics (Sumerian stock) 


ANDAMANESE CREATION - DIVISION OF THE WORLD 
In the 210th year, the three conspirators guided their half 
world from Mesopotamia to Aratta somewhere to the 
northeast. This emigration is clearly represented in the 
mythology of the Pygmy Negritoes of the Andaman Islands in 
which Puluga, god of the northeast wind, carries half the world 
community to the northeast, leaving the other half in the hands of 


Darya in the southwest. 

[EDITOR: In Adamanese tradition there are two great “winds” or “monsoons” 
named Biliki, Bilik-to and Biliku-boto, Puluga-tao, Puluga-ta or Puluga, and 
Tarai-boto, Teriya, or Daria, Deria. Biliku who lives in the northeast, while Tarai 
lives in the southwest; “boto” means wind. What is yet to be interpreted is 
Puluga’s TWO brothers Jila Puluga (East Puluga) and Koailo Puluga 
(West Puluga). Since Pilkey has claimed Peleg is this Puluga, it would be 
interesting, in a Noahic context, to know who are these two brothers. We know 
one Genesis 10 brother of Peleg, Eber’s other son Joktan. If Joktan is the Indian 
Rama, and Rama ruled to the west of his adversary, Ravana, then Peleg’s 
brother Joktan-Rama fits more the western Puluga, Koailo. As to the symbol of 
“wind” the Adamanese do understand the “winds” as personifications of the 
natural elements of weather (political divisions) the same way the more ancient 
Mesopotamians understood the symbol as in the Myth of Adapa and the South 
Wind. Here Pilkey says, “Breaking the wing of the south wind” means 
separating West Semites from South Semites at the Gulf of Aden in the 
southernmost part of the Arabian system. It is apparent that this symbolic 
interpretation is retained in the poetics of the Adamanese colony about “the 
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other division of “winds” denoted by different “Bilik” designations Jila(east), 
Koico (west), Metepur Bilik , Coliatum Bilik, Rartear Bilik , and Koiior- 
toy Bilik. Here, Radclif says we find the name Bilik used not as the name of a 
single person, but as a common name for a class of “beings” who are the winds 
personified (p.149). 

Historically, the Great Andamanese lived throughout the archipelago, and 
were divided into ten major tribes. There are four primary 'Negrito' tribes - 
the Great Andamanese, Onge, Jarawa and Sentinelese. Up until the end of the 
18" Century the language had 10 different dialects: Southern - Bea, Bale. 
Central - Kede, Kol, Juwoi, Pucikwar. And Northern - Chari, Kora, Jeru and Bo. 
The Adamanese have a Legend of the Creation of their different tribes by Maia 
Tomo-la and that this group of tribes was once all one tribe. Their were two 
legendary dispersions / divisions, one before and another after a great flood. If 
these legends are not influenced by early Christian missionaries they house a 
archaic jumble of Biblical traditions: a flood, a single language, and 
consequently a confusion and dispersion of people into different tribes. The 
name of the A-Pucikwar tribe means “those who talk the original language," and 
suggests that the A-Pucikwar language was the original. The Kede tribe says 
this division of tribes was caused by Bilika (Pulugu), who seized all the 
ancestors and put them in “a netted bag” and then took them out a few ata 
time and put them in different parts of the country. Another legend says Tomo’s 
offspring became so numerous that their home could no longer accommodate 
them. At Puluga's bidding they were scattered in pairs all over the country and 
given a distinct dialect. Another “faint” Mesopotamian reference is Pulugu’s 
exile to a northeastern island (Peleg’s migration from Sumer to Aratta as Dr. 
Pilkey suggests), where Bale legends remember a conflict between Puluga and 
his ancestors who lived at Puluga l'od-baraij (the village of Puluga) on the main 
island just opposite to Jila. Because of his anger, the people sent him out of the 
world, saying 'We do not want you here. You are always angry with us.' Puluga 
therefore goes away to Jila, northeast of Puluga l’od-baraij (another tribal name 
for Tol-l’oko-tima), northeast from Wota-emi (apparently in the southwest). 
These legends apparently retain a faint echo of the Biblical account of the flood, 
a confusion of tongues, a dispersion at Babel and a later colonization out of 
Sumer to Aratta. -- Myths and Legends of the Andamans, Chapter 4 by A.R. 
Radcliffe Brown. Pp.200-201, 212-213.] 


Egyptian tradition associates the Uruk-Aratta War with their 
founder Japheth by dating it precisely in the 336th year of the 
Sun King Re-Harakhte. These 336 years bracket the period from 
120 years before the Flood when the Ark project began to the 
216th after the Flood when the war began in the reign of 
Enmerkar of Erech. Japheth’s role in this event can be deduced 
from Sumerian legends of the war together with an overview of 
Japhethite peoples located in Iran. A Sumerian legend states that 
Aratta was overthrown by Lugalbanda and a band of eight heroes 
“of whom he was the eighth.” These details are summarized by 
Samuel Noah Kramer in The Sumerians (1963). The other main 
source for the Uruk-Aratta War is the Akkadian Marduk Epic 
where it forms the narrative climax where Peleg is named the 
adversary Kingu. Peleg’s immediate goal was to isolate half the 
world so that they would not be persuaded to acclaim Obal (the 


Sumerian sun god Utu) as Shem’s second heir rather than 
Shelah. Eventually Peleg intended to overthrow Uruk by force of 


numbers. To counteract Peleg’s plan Japheth acted through his 
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seven vassals in Genesis 10:2. The first four of these belonged to 
his own family._Gomer, Magog and Madai were his sons and 
Javan a grandson by Gomer. Particular political importance 
attaches to the last three names in the list. 

These three were Shelah-Lugalbanda’s progeny. Unlike 
Peleg Shelah felt secure in his possession of the imperial 
birthright. He allied himself with Japheth. His son Eber takes the 
name Tubal in 10:2. Two of Eber’s sons conclude the list of seven 
names, Joktan as Meshech and another son Tiras. At the time of 
the schism, Peleg refused to join these vassals of Japheth and had 
to be replaced by Tiras. Joktan-Meshech preceded Enmerkar as 
ruler of Uruk in the Eanna dynasty under the Sumerian name 
Meskiaggasher, calling himself a “son” of Utu-Obal, the man 
Peleg feared as alternative heir of his ancestor Nanna-Arphaxad 
I. Eber and all three of his sons appear together in Hellenic- 
Phrygian tradition under the names Atys, Lydus (Peleg), Tyrsenos 
(Tiras) and Car (Joktan-Meshech). Eber, Peleg and Joktan are 
also listed among the five vassals of Shem in Genesis 10:22 under 
the names Elam, Lud and Aram respectively. Peleg’s name Lud is 
embodied in the Indo-European Lydians and Joktan’s name Aram 
in the Semitic Aramaeans. The Sumerians identified Eber as 
Gilgamesh, a subsequent ruler in the Eanna dynasty of Uruk and 
hero of the Epic of Gilgamesh. 


IRANIAN REPRESENTATIONS 
EBER-Tubal Elam, Gilgamesh Lummu-Elam (Susa, 
Aratta) 

& Georgia, Caucasus Area. 

PELEG-Lud Atys, Lydus Lydians 
TIRAS Tyrrhenian Tysenoi-As.Minor, Italy, 
Etruscan-Rasena 
MEDAI Medianites Media, Zagroa Mts. 
GOMER Llyr, Celtic-Wales Lurs, Luristan 
JAVAN = Yavana, Ionia, Anatolia 
CARADOC Kurds, Kardouche Kurdistan, Ss. of 
Lakes Van and Urmia 
MAGOG Rudra, Hurricano, Hyrcania, Ss. Caspian; 
Carib Indians. 


Most of the patriarchs in Japheth’s list are represented in 
Iran as reward for their role in conquering Aratta. Eber’s 
Shemite name Elam corresponds to the land Elam or Lumma east 
of Sumer in the southwestern corner of Iran. Japheth’s third son 
Madai is commonly identified with Media in the Zagros 
Mountains farther north. Intervening between Elam and Media 
lies Luristan, inhabited by the Lurs, named for Llyr, Japheth’s 
firstborn Gomer in the Celtic tradition of Wales. Gomer’s son 
Javan is represented indirectly by the Kurds or ancient Kardouchi 
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named for Caradoc, Gomer’s grandson though Bran (the Welsh 
name for Javan). Javan’s own tribe was the Yavanas of Ionia 
known in India from the time that Gangetic Indians inhabited 
Anatolia. Magog is represented by the land of Hyrcania south of 
the Caspian. Japheth’s son by the Red Matriarch Tiamat- 
Mahadevi, Magog was remembered by the Aryans as a wind god 
Rudra the Howler. In Amerindian tradition, the Caribs name him 
as the hurricane god Hurricano, cognate with Hyrcania. 


NORTHEASTERN PULUGA DIVISION 
Eber-Tubal - Georgia, Caucasus region 
Tiras-Tyrsenoi - Asia-Minor, Italy, Etruscan-Rasena 

The last two tribes of Japheth are located westward as 
though to confirm Kramer’s Lake Van theory of Aratta’s location 
despite the Andamese tradition that Puluga moved his half world 
to the northeast. This discrepancy may be explainable by the way 
the Sumerians always thought of mountains as lying in the east 
and would not distinguish the Caucasus from the Zagros. Aside 
from his Shemite identification with the land Elam, Eber gave his 
Japhethite name Tubal to inhabitants of Georgia in the 
Caucasus. These people speak a language radically distinct from 
the original eight; and the same is true of Eber’s son Tiras, if we 
assume that the Tyrsenoi of Asia Minor migrated to Italy to 
become the linguistically exotic Rasena or Etruscans. 

This distribution of the Japhethite names throughout Iran 
and the mountainous north reveals that the seven heroes who 
accompanied Lugalbanda-Marduk in his conquest of Aratta were 
the seven of Genesis 10:2. The result of the war was that the 
three matriarchal stocks that followed Tiamat to Aratta became 
the “blood of Kingu” shed abroad over the earth in distant exile 
from Mesopotamia-Iran. The race of Caucasoid Uma, Sumerians, 
remained in Mesopotamia and was replaced at Aratta by Noah’s 
Ural-Altaic stock. Kramer refers to the Sumerian language 
as “Turkic” as though belonging to the Ural-Altaic stock. 
The same is true of the Finno-Ugrians, who are classified as the 
westernmost branch of the Ural-Altaics. Unlike the similar Finno- 
Ugrians, however, the Sumerians remained true to Japheth’s 
faction at Uruk. 


SUBJEGATION OF ARATTA 

An interpretive issue has always been how Aratta was 
subdued. A_ detail given by Sumerian legend is_ that 
Mesopotamian Uruk controlled Aratta’s grain supply. Another 
concerned is which city state maintained the favor of the goddess 
Inanna. Sumerian legend refers to a duel fought to determine the 
dispute and conserve lives when world population was still 
comparatively low. The lord of Aratta [En-suhgir-ana (or 
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Ensuhkeshdanna), no doubt Peleg-Kingu, demanded that the 
force from Uruk present a champion “colored neither black nor 
white, neither brown [red], yellow nor dappled.” (Kramer, 
271) From the time of Adam’s family forward, four races of 
mankind had been “color coded”: black Adam, white Cain, red 
Abel and yellow Seth. These four racial types were carried into 
the postdiluvian world chiefly by the four surviving females. As 
for the term “dappled,” Nimrod seems to have been a spotted 
mulatto since more than one culture symbolizes him by a 
leopard. If “brown” represents the red strain, the challenge 
seems to mean that the Erechites should produce a champion 
distinct from the four “female” stocks at Aratta and from its 
spotted leader Nimrod. 

The duelists are identified, in effect, by Iranian tradition as 
the opposed gods of good and evil. The winner was Japheth’s 
son Madai, identified by the Sumerians as Mashda of First Kish 
and by Iranians as Ahura Mazda, the god of goodness and light 
[Ahura in Persian is Sanskrit “Asura” meaning “good” “virtuous” 
“heroic”]. The loser was Cush’s son Nimrod, who emerged 
from the battle with two different Aryan images as the losing god 
of evil, Ahriman, and as the hangman-captor of Aratta fugitives, 
Varuna-NIMROD is recruited to the Erechite cause after 
losing the duel. 


Effects of the War - Nimrod and Peleg at 


Aratta 
(1) 1% Kish to Sargon 90y. Cernunnus panel Peleg at Kish 
(2) Eanna Period 2ed 30 years. 
(3) Peleg at Adab, Empire of Sumer. Peleg rules 8 regions of the 
earth, 8 original lands claimed after the Flood. Land Claims 
disputes. 

The war split the world into halves creating a civilized- 
uncivilized barrier with lasting effects. Political realities following 
the war suggest that both Peleg and Nimrod abandoned Tiamat’s 


cause and returned to Mesopotamia, leaving the rebel stocks in 
Iran doomed to distant exile. To a great extent the defeated 


stocks became what we now call the “Third World.” Peleg and 
Nimrod reappear in Mesopotamia as the powerful rulers 
Lugalannemundu and Sargon. 


PELEG AS LUGALANNEMUNDU 

Peleg is identifiable with Lugalannemundu for two reasons. 

I. First this Sumerian is said to have reigned for ninety years. 
That sum was arrived at by stringing together three successive 
eras of thirty years each from the beginning of the First Kish 
period to the rise of Sargon. 
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Evidence: 

1* 30 years: The Celtic Gundestrup Caldron interprets its version 
of Peleg as Cernunnus, sitting cross-legged, wearing stag antlers, 
holding a serpent and surrounded by a field of paired animals. 
This image represents the First Kish order and interprets it as 
the first thirty years of Peleg’s domination. 

2ed 30 years: Ignoring his defeat as the lord of Aratta, Sumerian 
tradition interprets the thirty years of the Eanna dynasty as 
Lugalannemudu’s second thirty. The third is the period from 
the 240th to the 270th when Peleg reigned as “King of Kish” 
(Emperor of Sumer) under the Sumerian name Lugalannemundu 
at Adab. [The Noahic high longevities made for situations like 
this and have been misunderstood by secular scholars, who reject 
high longevities merely because they are biblical.] 

II. The second reason for identifying Lugalannemundu with 
Peleg is that this ruler left an inscription claiming to reign 
over eight regions of the earth. These regions in 
Mesopotamia, Iran and Syria prove to be the original eight lands 
claimed by the Flood survivors in the earliest decades after the 
Flood. Lugalannemundu took care to specify these lands, not 
because they were the result of his conquests, but because he 
knew their true origin. By claiming them he established the full 
meaning of his Hebrew name Peleg, meaning “Division.” The 
eight lands constituted the first political division of the earth 
after the Flood. 


LUGALANNEMUNDU’S 8 LAND CLAIMS: 

NOAH claimed Subaria on the Upper Tigris where he 
established the Ural-Altaics. JAPHETH located the “Hamitic” 
stock at Musri in the land named by Lugalannemundu’s 
inscription Marhashi and marked by the trade town Markasi, 
modern Turkish Maras near the River Ceyhan. SHEM claimed 
the Mesopotamian capital zone Akkad-Sutium; and HAM, 
Semitic Martu west of Akkad. Three of the antediluvian females 
claimed lands in Iran; black OPHIR-Kali, Lumma-Elam, east of 
Sumer; HAVILAH-red Mahadevi, Gutium in the Zagros 
Mountains east of Akkad; and SHEBA-yellow Durga, 
Lugalannemundu’s “Cedar Mountain Land,” (Persia proper) 
southeast of Elam if not the Indus Valley even farther east. 

Although these claim lands were clearly remembered down 
to the time of Lugalannemundu after 2278, most of their original 
inhabitants were forced into other parts of the world as a result 
of the Uruk-Aratta war in 2302. Iran was eventually taken by a 
single linguistic stock, the “Satem” or eastern division of the 
Indo-Europeans. 


Claimant Claim Location Language stock 
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NOAH Subir-Subaria Upper Tigris 
Ural-Altaics 
JAPHETH Musri (Marashi) Markasi/Maras 
Hamitic stock 
SHEM MesopotamiaAkkad-Sutium 
HAM Martu West of Akkad 
Semitic stock 
OPHIR-Kali (BIk) Lumma-Elam East of Sumer Elamites 
HAVILAH (Red) Gutium Zagros Mts 
SHEBA-Durga (Yel) Cedar Mt. Land Persia-Indus Valley 
JOBAB-Uma (Wht) Eanna Sumer Hamitic 


Wht. Sumerians 


Japheth’s motive in the war was to recover control of the 
“Hamitic” stock. As a result of his effort, his Indo-European 
vassals took command of Iran, supplanting the female stocks 
whose matriarchs had originally claimed the Iranian lands of 
Lugalannemundu’s_ inscription. Japheth was venerated in 
Egyptian religion as Atum Re and placed at the head of an 
important set of progenitors, the Ennead or “Great Nine.” As 
Pharaoh Snefru he introduced the Pyramid Dynasty IV in Egypt 
where he reigned with several of his offspring in the 22nd 
century. Portrait statues of Magog as Menkaure are probably the 
best likenesses of an early postdiluvian in existence, surpassing 
even the portrait busts of Sidon as the late-ruling Gudea of 
Lagash in Sumer. 


Cause of the Uruk-Aratta War. 

The conflict of Uruk and Aratta lived on in the curious ideology 
pitting Lower and Lower (North) Egypt against each other in a 
perennial, though bloodless, opposition. Reu-Sargon’s son Serug, 
the Akkadian Emperor Manishtushu became the first dynastic 
Pharaoh Menes in Lower (North) Egypt. Nimrod-Sargon was 
venerated as Amun-Re in Lower (North) Egyptian Wazet (Thebes) 
as a result of Serug’s reign there and became the rival of Upper 
(South)) Egyptian Atum Re as chief Egyptian sun god. 

The net result of these events was that the 
monogenetic aspect of the Noahic world community was 
destroyed by the exile of black, red and yellow stocks to the 
ends of the earth. The Akkadian Marduk Epic gloats over this 
development, picturing it as the diffusion of Kingu’s blood to 
create mankind. Kingu was Peleg’s political identity in 2302, 
scapegoated as enemy of the Sumero-Akkadian world. What the 
diffusion of his “blood” really led to was a false polygenetic 
impression of man’s origin bereft of any clear knowledge of Adam 
and Noah. Because of this polygenetic delusion, I have always 
viewed the outcome of the Uruk-Aratta War as a vast evil akin to 
the Fall of Man. On the other hand, I am in no position to place 
blame on Peleg, Nimrod, Shelah or any of the other players, even 
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Sidon, who masterminded the overthrow of Noah’s authority and 
created the cult of statuary idolatry. Each of these characters is a 
historic treasure as part of the reality underlying universal world 
history. There is nothing evil in linguistic and racial diversity. It 
was part of the divine plan from Adam’s family forward. I honor 
Peleg, Nimrod and Shelah simply because they were elite early 
postdiluvians, sharing in the gift of dynamic high longevity 
foreign to later humanity. To that extent they were [mortal] 
“types” of [immortal] resurrection glory. I take their world- 
building enterprise as analogous to the future role of immortals 
in building the millennium [the “archetype”]: the Kingdom of 
Heaven on earth. The real blame for polygenism lies with modern 
scholars of the 19th and 20th centuries who jumped at the 
chance to discredit the Bible by developing the false implications 
of widely separated races of mankind without clear traditions of 
ancient unity of origin at a common geographic center. 


Leaders of the Aratta Schism must have realized that 
grain supply would be a problem. In the Marduk Epic the 
conspiracy of Tiamat and Kingu poses a threat to the other 
“gods,” especially Ea-Sidon, Marduk’s father. The epic pictures 
Tiamat and Kingu as preparing some mysterious weaponry 
capable of overthrowing the world order. In contrast the 
Andamese myth of Puluga and Darya asserts merely that 
the world was divided because of overpopulation. One 
conclusion to be drawn is that the leaders at Aratta hoped to 
establish independence coupled with the goal of eventual 
supremacy. A ready explanation is that Nimrod had already laid 
the groundwork of his favor among the proto-Egyptians as rival 
sun god Amun Re. He sought to appropriate the Hamitic stock 
and tip the balance of the world in favor of the community at 
Aratta. As it turned out the Egyptian protoplast remained in 
Mesopotamia until Akkadian times after 2448. As legitimate heirs 
of the language Ham attempted to make universal at the Tower 
of Babel, they remained at first in Akkad at the Sumerian cult 
center of the sun god Utu-Shamash. They lived at Sippar and 
Kish until the rise of Sargon. 

Eventually Nimrod’s son Serug-Menes approached Lower 
(North) Egypt by the “Lower Sea” route from the Persian Gulf via 
the Arabian and Red Seas. A strong clue to this strategy is that 
the Braided Goddess panel of the Gundestrup Caldron shows 
Mahadevi-Tiamat as the empress of the Arabian Peninsula and 
Lower (North) Egypt. Just what form her imperial authority over 
that part of the world took remains to be analyzed. It is clear that 
Arabia and adjacent Africa corresponded to the antediluvian 
lands of Havilah and Cush from which Mahadevi and her black 
“sister” Kali derived. The panel shows Kali as the goddess’ 
companion in the position of East Africa. Mahadevi outranked 
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Kali and the other two antediluvian matriarchs because she was 
Noah’s wife and mother of Ham, his original heir before the 
curse. In the Joktanite list of Genesis 10, Mahadevi appears 
under the name “Havilah,” the same name assigned to her 
antediluvian son Ham in the Cushite list. 

The Aratta scheme appears to have been an attempt to divert 
attention to the north before descending in great force to the 
Lower Sea from Iran and seizing control of Egypt from the south 
as Menes eventually did. In contrast Japheth intended to bring 
the Egyptian stock into Upper (South)) Egypt via _ the 
Mediterranean from Syria. In the earliest division of the earth 
after the Flood, he claimed as his portion Syria or the Amanus 
Mountains, known to the Sumerians in Lugalannemundu’s 
inscription as Marhashi. Noah’s postdiluvian family had already 
toured the Nile in the sixty years prior to the 120th year. These 
early nomadic tours were conducted, not to colonize, but to 
prearrange orderly colonization later. 


Egyptian tradition stresses the duality of Upper and Upper 
(South)) Egypt. That duality was a direct result of the Uruk- 
Aratta_war_as memorialized _in the design of two Pharaonic 
thrones placed back to back. Nimrod’s plan was to split the 
Egyptian stock into halves, one approaching the Nile from the 
south and the other from the north. If he had not succeeded at 
this in the Akkadian period, the stock would have remained 
unified according to Japheth’s principle of atum or unity. Given 
the four matriarchal stocks at Aratta, the conspirators sought to 
appropriate the Hamite stock as a unit; but Nimrod may have 


planned all along to divide the stock as actually happened after 
the war. As divider of the entire world community in the 210th 


year, Peleg-Kingu was either the source of this plan of division or 
amenable to it when it was proposed. 

As a result of the war, the “Centum” division of the 
Indo-European stock eventually found a home in Europe. 
One of the most potent arguments against biblical monogenism 
in modern times has resulted from the discovery of this 
international linguistic group in the late 18th century. The 
discovery that European languages including English belong to a 
far-flung linguistic community excluding the Semitic of the Old 
Testament led to a sense of cultural independence from the Bible. 
It implied that biblical antiquity counted for little if it represented 
only one linguistic branch of a larger world. This sense of Indo- 
European independence was powerfully reinforced by an analysis 
of the basal vocabulary of the language as recounted in Albert C. 
Baugh’s History of the English Language. This analysis 
uncovered a vocabulary implying an origin for the entire stock in 
a_northern, landlocked region such as White Russia (Belarus). 


Baugh quotes Harold H. Bender’s Home of the Indo-Europeans. 
The basal vocabulary excludes words for animals at more 
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southern latitudes like the camel, lion, tiger, monkey, and 
crocodile and for vegetable life such as rice, banyan, bamboo and 
palm. Instead it includes such northern animals as bears, wolves, 
beavers, weasels, deer, rabbits, mice, and horses. Special 
importance attaches to the common words for the beech tree and 
bee, not found in Asia. Thomas Cable, co-author of later editions 
of Baugh’s book supplies additional insight including a 
suggestion that the Kurgan region is a more likely homeland than 
White Russia. 

Instead of compromising my views of Noahic origins, 
Bender’s analysis sheds light on how languages originated in 
Noah’s family. The postdiluvian founder of the Indo-European 
stock was Shem, a man of Cainite, Caucasoid origin through his 
mother Uma. Shem’s face appears in one of the exterior 
panels of the Gundestrup Caldron: the Hirschnatur or 
“Stag Nature” panel. It depicts the patriarch in the usual 
“Ka” posture with upraised hands holding a pair of stags in 
either hand. Bender’s list includes the deer. Two important 
biblical traditions explain this detail. 

In Genesis 2:19 Adam named the animals and birds as 
though such labels were a primary step in the formation of 
language. Second, Noah’s family spent a hundred and twenty 
years before the Flood in preparation for it. In that time they not 
only built the Ark but collected animal species to carry on the 
diluvian voyage. Each of the eight survivors of the Flood was of 
monumental importance because the eight formed a plenitude, 
not just a random band of survivors but a designed kosmos from 
which a world of nations would emerge. These eight persons 
complemented the animal species because God had already 
designed a tetrad of races in the family of Adam. 

Because Noah represented only the Sethite or Yellow race, 
the other races had to be gathered from the regions of the earth 
which they inhabited. The Red Matriarch’s face appears, as we 
have seen, in the Braided Goddess panel designed to represent 
the Arabian Peninsula as in a north-top map. Her antediluvian 
race inhabited this Arabian land of “Havilah.” The design of 
Shem’s Stag Nature panel suggests that his responsibility was to 
represent a region of the earth reflected in the basal Indo- 
European vocabulary. In contrast his brother Japheth established 
ties to antediluvian Egypt so that the Egyptians could claim that 
he reigned continuously as the Sun King Re-Harakhte from 120 
years before the Flood. Actually Japheth was born two decades 
later. A division of labors assigned Shem to the antediluvian 
Kurgan region and his brother to antediluvian Egypt, no doubt to 
gather animal species from these lands and to invent or preserve 
the respective Indo-European and “Hamitic” tongues by “naming 
the creatures” as Adam had done. 
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TETRADS: Pre and Post-Flood 


Correspondences 

Some Biblicists have concluded that climate must have been 
uniform throughout the earth in the antediluvian period, 
excluding the kinds of climatic habitats suggested by the Indo- 
European vocabulary. The majority of evangelicals follow 
tradition in assuming that linguistic and even racial diversity did 
not exist prior to the Flood. In my view the definition of the four 
seasons in Genesis 8 is just another example of the Noahic 
mandate to form a designed kosmos, in this case, by naming what 
was already present in nature. Genesis 8 elicits a tetrad from 
nature— “seed time and harvest, summer and winter”— just as 
God designed a tetrad of races and, more explicitly, the system of 
four_rivers in Genesis 2: 10-14. Bender’s linguistic evidence 
convinces me that climatic zones of the type familiar to us existed 
before the Flood and that Shem’s task was to observe the 
northern zone and absorb the Indo-European language from it. 
Japheth took up an entirely different language while observing 
the physical environment of Egypt. Ham derived the Semitic from 
the environment of antediluvian Havilah. The discovery of Asian 
or brachycephalic skulls of an early type in the Far East suggests 
that Noah’s Sethite race had already inhabited an antediluvian 
version of the Far East. Just how these lands related to the 
four-river system I have not yet discovered. My chief interest 
lies with the early postdiluvian world, not the antediluvian. 
Eventually I will analyze the antediluvian scheme revealed at the 
start of the Sumerian King List; but most of the focus remains on 
the world after the Flood. Everything about the early postdiluvian 
period singles it out as one of the most unusual stages in world 
history: high longevities thrown into juxtaposition with a more 
populous world of ordinary mortals, the deification of these 
unique rulers, regular thirty-year eras imposed on _ history 
according to political agreement among the patriarchs, the 
deliberate creation of nations through such practices as eugenic 
polygamy, a universal polytheism rooted implicitly in monotheism 
and the net result of a symbolically reinforced theocracy. 

The real marvel is the comparative sobriety of the Book of 
Genesis as reflective of Moses’ chastened spirit at the giving of 
the Law. In contrast with Moses the majority of Noahic princes 
were a euphoric, even manic breed, inclined toward mythology 
from the outset and dealing with concrete realities of mythic 
stature. The events themselves were marvelous, memories 
fragmented and selective, the plurality of cultures confusing, 
symbolic acumen intense and universal, personal names multiple 
and magical in implication and travel, discovery and colonization 
the order of the day. One of the saddest spectacles of scientific 
history is to witness German scholars rejecting the perspective of 
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British and French writers like Jacob Bryant and Samuel Bochart 
because the theme of colonization struck them as too mundane to 
acknowledge mystical view of the gods as “creative powers.” 
What was needed was a combination of mystical acumen 
concerning symbols and powers and the British theme of 
concrete, sober history. The synthesis never happened and its 
absence allowed for the vacuum into which Darwinism rushed. 
World history of the early postdiluvian period was a vast, cryptic 
poem rooted in the concrete facts stated in the Book of Genesis 
and in the concrete records of Sumerology and Egyptology. 


Gilgamesh, A Real “Historical” Person. 

In The Sumerians Samuel Noah Kramer expresses surprise at the 
discovery that Gilgamesh, hero of the epic, also turns up as a 
king of the Eanna dynasty of the Sumerian King List. The analytic 
bias of modern science persuaded him that sober history and 
imaginative literature belong to two distinct categories of 
writing. Of course our culture has worked out its own 
understanding of the difference between fact and fiction despite 
the vast amount of factual information included in most fiction. 


There _ is no reason to believe that the author of the Epic of 


Gilgamesh intended any of his text to be read as fiction. Nor is 
there any reason to regard it as anything less than historical 


merely because it is stylized in certain ways. 


Two Kinds of Early Postdiluvian Traditions. 
Early postdiluvian traditions are of two kinds. In the first, events 
referred to occurred in Mesopotamia or Iran even when 
anachronism transfers the locales to other regions of the earth. A 
case in point is the Welsh Mabinogion in which a variety of 
Noahic persons and events are treated as though they were the 
homegrown chronicles of Wales. The second kind refers to events 
that took place outside the Noahic heartland but in the early 
postdiluvian period. This second kind is difficult to confirm 
because the possibility of anachronism must always’ be 
considered. A special feature of the question is whether the elite 
patriarchs themselves journeyed to distant regions. When 
Gilgamesh visited the Noah figure Ziusudra the Faraway, how far 
away was this version of Noah located? It is easy enough to place 
patriarchs in the Canaanite and Syrian west and Egypt. In other 
cases this sort of insight is difficult to establish. 

Peleg in Asia Minor. For example did Eber and his sons 
Peleg, Joktan and Tiras ever journey to Asia Minor where they 
appear in Phrygian and Hellenic tradition as Atys and his sons 
Lydus, Car and Tyrsenus? According to conventional scholarship, 
these names are “eponyms” invented by the Greeks to personify 
the Lydians, Carians and Tyrsenoi of Asia Minor. The critical 
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notion of “eponym ancestry” is an all-too-convenient way to 
discredit traditions so as to undermine the biblical assertion that 
specific nations descended from specific patriarchs. As a critical 
tool used indiscriminately, eponym ancestry is a weapon of the 
polygenetic conviction that different nations are radically 
unrelated in high antiquity. That understanding of the device, 
however, does not mean that it is untrue in all cases. At first 
glance Lydus, Car and Tyrsenus seem shadowy and must be 
proved to have been physically present in Asia Minor. 


CARIAN TOPONYMIC CONSTRUCT - Ion-Orion-Helius 
Peleg’s Political “son” Reu is Nimrod. Another feature of 
Hellenic tradition suggests that Eber’s family did, in fact, 
inhabit Asia Minor for a time. Peleg’s “son” Reu was Nimrod as 
well as Sargon of Agade. Nimrod the “Mighty Hunter”_appears 
no fewer than three times in lands adjacent to Caria. He is 
Xuthus-Cush’s son Ion, “eponym” of the Ionians, who inhabited 
Greek Ionia along the west coast of Caria; Orion the Mighty 
Hunter, located on the island of Chios off the coast of Ionia; and 
Helius, “Sun,” son of the sun Titan Hyperion-Cush and father of 
the Heliadae, who inhabited Rhodes off the southern coast of 
Ionia-Caria. This reinforced Hellenic association with Nimrod 
may explain why the Book of Daniel identifies the Alexandrian 
Empire as a leopard, that spotted beast being a symbol of Nimrod 
the spotted mulatto. 

The myth of Atys places Nimrod in Asia Minor in another 
way. Atys aspires to marry the daughter of the god of the River 
Sangarius (the Sakarya southeast of Istanbul). That name echoes 
Tangaroa, a Polynesian god who represents Ham’s son Mizraim 
(nominal patriarch of Egypt) in the Maori family of Raki-Ham. 
The significance of this name for Nimrod is that the Polynesians 
are members of the Austronesian linguistic stock created by Kali 
as devotees of the war god Ninurta, Nimrod’s pantheon name in 
Mesopotamia. As for Tangaroa-Mizraim, two of the tribes 
assigned to him in Genesis 10 found homes in the Aegean to the 
west: the Caphtorim of Crete and the Philistines who left Crete to 
inhabit coastal Palestine. As Ninurta, Nimrod probably knew 
Austronesian as suggested by the names of his first two cities 
Babel and Uruk in the Palau Islands (*). He may well have 
assigned Mizraim’s Austronesian name to the River Sangarius. 
There is a distinct possibility that Nimrod took the name 
Tangaroa or Sangarius himself in order to consolidate his 
relationship with Egypt in becoming their rival sun god Amun-Re. 
Waddell identifies Sargon and Manishtushu with a pair of East 
Indian kings, Sagara and Asa-Manja. If Sagara is a version of 
Sargon-Nimrod, this Indian name could easily derive from the 
Same source as Sangarius. The Turkish version of the River 
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Sangarius, Sakarya, makes the point that Sagara and Sangarius 
could easily be cognate. 

[* EDITOR: Palau Islands Map lists: Babeldaob Island, and 
Urukthape. Also notice Peleliu Island for Peleg. | 

This reinforcing coincidence removes Ionian and Rhodian 
Nimrod from the logic of mere eponym ancestry. Granted that 
“Ton” looks like an eponym, why then does the same patriarch 
appear under two other names in the same region? All three 
traditions look like a local reflection of the actual man’s presence 
in a part of the world where he was remembered by three 
different populations, all testifying that Reu-Sargon-Nimrod came 
to the southwest corner of Asia Minor at one stage in his career. 
If he was present there, the “eponymous” Lydus, Car and 
Tyrsenus cease to figure as fabricated shadows and turn solid. 
The real explanation of eponymous ancestry is that the Greeks 
adapted names of persons they knew to be real to the nations 
they knew to derive from them. All these traditions suggest that 
Eber, three of his sons and a grandson (Nimrod) actually 
journeyed to Asia Minor at the Aegean coast. 

Two traditions explain Nimrod’s presence in Asia Minor. As 
Sargon he carried out a western campaign of undetermined 
extent in the eleventh year of his reign in 2333. This campaign as 
far west as Ionia complemented the expansion of the Akkadian 
Empire into Magan-Egypt as described in L. A. Waddell’s Makers 
of Civilization in Race and History (1929). The other tradition is 
the biblical account of Nimrod’s career in Genesis 10:10-11. 
Under his Shemite name Asshur, he founds four cities in Assyria 
after creating his empire in Sumer and Akkad. When the Assyrian 
Empire eventually developed, its rulers dealt with the Ludu or 
Lydians of Asia Minor. The Persians incorporated Lydia into their 
empire. All these empires were successors to the first one formed 
by Nimrod-Sargon in Mesopotamia. 

Greek Triad of Brothers: Ham, Japheth, and Shem = 
Hermes, Lacedaemon, and Dardanus. The same thesis is 
supported by a curious affinity between the traditions of Syrian 
Ugarit and Phrygian Troy. In setting the background for the 
Trojan War, the Greeks traced the descent of the Trojan king 
Priam from a patriarch Dardanus [son of Zeus and the Pleiad 
Electra, daughter of Atlas], brother of Lacedaemon [“eponym” of 
the Lacedaemonian Spartans and mythic king of Laconia, the son 
of Zeus and the Pleaid Taygete] and the god Hermes [son of Zeus 
and the Pleiad, Maia] of nearby Arcadia. The name Hermes is 
cognate with Hebrew “Ham” as it is with Sumerian “Gurmu,” 
grandfather of Ur-Nanshe-Heth, king of Lagash. As brothers of 
Hermes-Ham, Lacedaemon and Dardanus prove to be Japheth 
and Shem respectively. A version of the name Dardanus 
appears among the Shemite Assyrians as Tartan (**). In the 
Hellenic tradition of Troy, Dardanus begets Erichthonius 
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(Yerikh-Nanna-Arphaxad I), who fathers Tros and Ilus, one of 
whom becomes the ancestor of Priam (*). 

[(**) EDITOR: ON HIGH OFFICIALS' SKIRT: Once more, the trading of "T's and 
"D's. After King Shar-Kali-sharri, the Akkadian King, DUDU, ruled Akkad. 
Alternate spellings of his name include "T" as in TUTU. It appears to be 
employed both as a real name and a terminal title, as in the case of Lugal- 
kiginne-DUDU, a King and (ensi) of Uruk and Ur. As seen by the names of 
African kings like Osei Tutu, the founder and first emperor of the Asante 
(Ashanti) empire (Ghana), and going all the way back to proto-Sumerian times 
to Shuruppag in the name, Ubara-Tutu, this suffix spelling dudu is used in the 
Akkadian colonization of Africa. The similarities in lifestyle between the Igbo 
and the black branch of the Sumero-Akkadians, via the intermediary Ethiopians, 
demonstrate the relationship between African tribes and the Akkadians. Igbo 
("first people") is a member of the Niger-Congo language family known as Kwa 
as from Kwush, also pronounced Kush, which means "People of the Esh/Eshi" in 
Semitic and Igbo, respectively. The 'Blameless Ethiopians' of Homer are known 
as the Eshi. The Igbo were Akkadians from Cushite-Ethiopia. Hence the 
similarity between nouns from Africa and Akkadian. Regarding DUDU and 
TUTU: The name Tartan has a general (official title) connotation in the Bible. 
Tharthan is an Akkadian term or title that means "commander in chief" or 
"prime minister," also known as a Turtanu or "Turtan". The Turtanu were 
second only to the monarch in Assyria. As evidenced by the titles of an Egyptian 
god from the Late Period, a Mesopotamian creation god, and royal officials like 
one of the pharaoh's officials from the Amarna letters period, Nigerian and 
Ghanaean experts believe that the phrase signifies "A conqueror" and "One who 
dwells in high places." It is used as place names for towns and villages all over 
the world, including Tutu Island in the Marshall Islands and Corbita, Romania. 
It might be connected to the significance of the African tutu skirt, which is worn 
by powerful people. A "skirt" is also called a Dhoti, Kilt, Shendyt and Sarong in 
many varied countries. The Scotts recall the significance of the word's use in 
reference to a woolen fabric with a "plaid" design that was typically associated 
with a specific clan or family. This extends to the term "tutu," which refers to 
the very short ballet skirt worn by dancers. The "tutu" short "plaided" skirt 
appears to have been developed by the Scotts from the same source as the 
cingulum or Tenebra Armor Skirt, the Praetorian Leather Battle Skirt, etc. used 
by the Romans and Spartans. The term Dardan, another name for the Dardani, 
an Illyrian clan or tribe that inhabited on the Balkan Peninsula, reflects the 
relationship between skirts and tribes. The term was used interchangeably with 
the term Trojan in classical sources because the Dardans, an ancient people of 
the Troad in northwest Anatolia, were Trojans. Does it seem like high-ranking 
guys wore high-cut skirts? All of this may have been influenced by the same 
demographics of high heat, similar to how Ancient Near Eastern "hanks" of 
sheep or goat wool were stitched or knotted together to make wrap skirts 
known as "kaunakes." ] 


African Yorba girl “tutu” dress. Asantehene Prempeh II Sumerian men's skirt 
of the Ashanti (Kaunakes), ca. 3.000 BC 


TROS and ILUS as ONE 
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The names Tros and Ilus are a linguistic curiosity. Instead of 
referring to two patriarchs, they really represent one, 
misinterpreted as two. The Greeks responsible for the tradition 
constructed two names from an unpointed Ugaritic text referring 
to their chief god Tr Il, “Bull El,” another version of Arphaxad’s 
son Shelah-Marduk. Bull El’s sons Athtar, Mot and Yamm include 
the Shemites Hazarmaveth (Mot) and Elam-Eber (Yamm). The 
other son Athtar turns up in the Trojan genealogy as Tros-Ilus’ 
son Assaracus. One of the important mythological texts, from 
Ugarit, recounts the struggles of Bull El’s sons against Aliyan 
Bal, “Puissant Baal,” the storm god known in Syria as Adad or 


Dada, the Syrian cult version of Shem. 

[(*) EDITOR: THE GRAVE OF “ILUS, son of Dardanos. In front of the citadel of Troy, 
Homer tells us, there was an isolated high knoll, mound which the people called Batiea, 
and called the grave of the heroine Murina (Ilias. II, 811). At the centre of this vast and 
fine plain of Troy, there was the grandiose grave of Ilus, Dardanos’ son, which tumulus 
there was erected a stone column (Iliad, XXIV, 349; XI, 166, 371; X, 415).] 


The strange construction of “Tros and Ilus” from Tr II reveals 
that someone in the Hellenic world understood that Troy and 
Ugarit were closely connected even though the Phrygians spoke 
Indo-European and the people of Ugarit a West Semitic tongue 
closely related to Hebrew. To expand the picture, Bull El’s son 
Yamm-Elam-Eber (Phrygian Atys) appears as Ebrium, king of 
Ebla (Ibla) in West Semitic Syria. The same movement that 
brought the Semitic Aramaeans to Syria extended farther west to 
Asia Minor and, as we will see, into the Lower Danube region. 
The Levantine coast extends to Caria-Ionia; so there is nothing 
surprising in this development. The crucial question, however, is 
when and why Nimrod and other patriarchs should have 
journeyed along that coast. L. A.Waddell supplies an answer. 
Sargon-Nimrod’s successor Manishtushu became a_ great 
mariner, responsible for colonizing Lower (North) Egypt by the 
Lower Sea and the Upper Sea island of Crete where he was 
remembered as Minos, “eponym” of the pre-Hellenic Minoans. 
The Hebrews referred to Crete as Caphtor and locate the 
Caphtorim or Cretans in Genesis 10 among the vassal tribes of 
Ham’s son Mizraim, Egypt personified. Once focus turns to Crete, 
we recall the Greek myth that Zeus carried Europa from 
Phoenicia to Crete together with Euhemerus’ claim to have found 


an inscription by Zeus and his father Cronus in Crete. 

[ED: Euhemerus says that he traveled southward as far as the [Indian] ocean from Arabia 
to the shore of an island in the sea named Panachaea. On this island he saw a sanctuary of 
Zeus [in honor of Ouranos], and in the temple there is a stele of gold on which is inscribed 
in summary, in the writing employed by the Panchaeans, the deeds of Ouranos and 
Kronos and Zeus. Rather, Euhemerus traced the Cretans to an island in the Indian Ocean 
called PANKHAIA (Panchaea), a legendary island of the far south, located beyond 
Arabia. It was inhabited by a lost Greek tribe who had been led there from Krete (Crete) 
by the god Zeus in the early days of his divine rule. Zeus had visited Belus of babylon and 
after that he went to the island of Panchaea, and here he set up an altar to Ouranos, the 
founder of his family. From there he passed through Syria, and coming to Cilicia he 
conquered in battle Cilix, the governor of the region.” -- (Diodorus Siculus VI. 1.) ] 


With Eber’s family located in Asia Minor, there is no reason to 
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doubt that the Noahic patriarchs represented by the names Zeus 
and Cronus actually settled for a time in Crete on the southern 
edge of the same Aegean Sea that washes the shores of Ionia on 
the east. Caria, Ionia, Rhodes, Chios and Crete, therefore, all 
enter the immediate sphere of the early postdiluvian world 
community in the period of the Akkadian Empire. The Greek 
trade town of Argos on the west side of the Aegean appears to 


reflect Nimrod’s Akkadian name Sargon. 

[ED: Lactantius, in his Epitome of the Divine Institutes, recounts Euhemerus relating that 
Jupiter (the Roman version of ZEUS), when he had five times gone round the world, 
ended his life in Crete, and departed to the gods, and that his sepulchre is in Crete, in 
the town of Gnossus [Knossos], and that upon it is engraved in ancient Greek letters 
Zankronou, which is Jupiter the son of Saturnus. It is plain, therefore, from the things 
which I have related, that he was a man, and reigned on the earth. - CHhp. XIII.] 


Indo-Europeans and Europe 

Early Surveys: A corollary question is whether the Noahic world 
community reached into Europe at a time when the earliest 
patriarchs were still living. The answer depends, to some extent, 
on the antiquity of Greek traditions. To Robert Graves none of 
the Greek mythology can have any bearing on realities of the 
third millennium. Greek myths, in his view, were either 
fabricated out of whole cloth or picked up randomly from Asiatic 
or Egyptian sources no earlier than the start of the first 
millennium. Graves rests on the assumption that the Greeks, like 
other Indo-Europeans, were grown from polygenetic seed in the 
soil of isolated White Russia or the Kurgan region. In support of 
that view tangible Greek history does not extend much further 
back than the 7th or 8th century. 

In reply I suggest for Greece the same explanation that I 
offer for the eight lands of Lugalannemundu’s inscription or the 
nomes of the Nile. Noahic patriarchs, in small numbers, visited 
and defined locations in advance of any large-scale colonization. 
Conceding that the bulk of the Indo-European stock inhabited the 
Kurgan region even in postdiluvian times has no bearing on such 
pre-colonial locations, whether in the Middle East, India, Egypt 
or Europe. Concrete archeology is valuable but not definitive for 
this subject. Noahic presence in Greece could have laid the 
foundation for the twelve Olympians, not only through 
anachronistic references to Mesopotamian events but as the 
record of an actual set of patriarchs on site in Greece and 
personally identifiable with the Olympian twelve. If Eber’s family 
spent time in Asia Minor, there is no reason to doubt that other 
sets of patriarchs spent time in Greece. 

The Four Chief Titans: The design of the Olympian twelve 
gods suggests that it is data of the second rather than the first 
kind. By Noahic standards, it is loosely enough constructed to 
represent a political sect of patriarchs emigrating under duress 
from the heartland. The general outline of the Hellenic pantheon, 
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despite all its contradictions based on varying local traditions, is 
easy to recognize as Noahic. The chief Titans are the four sons of 
Ham [Uranus]: 1. Hyperion-Cush, father of Nimrod-Helius; 2. 
Oceanus-Mizraim; 3. Phut-lapetus; and 4. Canaan-Cronus, whose 
first two sons, Poseidon and Hades, match the names of Canaan’s 
first two sons, Sidon and Heth. 

Shem-Zeus-Melchizedek: When I wrote The Origin of the 
Nations in 1983, I assumed that Cronus’ third son Zeus should 
likewise be identified as a begotten son of Canaan. But such a 
figure never materialized from the relevant traditions. The third 
name listed under Canaan, the “Jebusites,” were a Canaanite 
people inhabiting pre-Hebrew Jerusalem in Palestine. One of the 
keys to Zeus’ actual identity rests with personalities of the 
Abrahamic War in Genesis 14 involving Jerusalem under the 
name “Salem.” Talmudic tradition states that the mysterious 
Melchizedek, King of Salem, was the patriarch Shem. I agree. 
The Christian Book of Hebrews treats Melchizedek as a type of 
Christ because he is presented in Genesis 14 without parentage. 
I interpret Melchizedek as a version of Shem during the last 150 
years of his life following the death of Noah 350 years after the 
Flood. It will be noted that the year 350 fell eighty years after the 
accession of Sargon. At that time the Akkadian Empire was in 
decline but still existed. Abraham was a grandson of Naram Sin 
(Nahor), the third major Akkadian emperor. Abraham’s 
birthplace Ur of the Chaldees was Sumerian Ur, lunar cult center 
favored by Naram Sin. 

Shem’s presence in West Semitic Palestine late in life may 
not appear to bear on the question of Indo-European origins in 
Europe; but a connection exists. In order to place Shem in the 
Olympian tradition, it is necessary to analyze the complementary 
relationship between the Indo-European and Semitic traditions. 
Shem created the Indo-European stock before inheriting the 
Semitic stock as a result of Noah’s curse on Canaan. For a time 
after the 120th year, he controlled both the Indo-European and 
Semitic stocks in a union symbolized by the dual name of his 
God, Yahweh Elohim. Yahweh represents the Cainite God of 
Storms (Psalm 18) native to Shem; and Elohim, Abel’s God of 
Ham’s ancestral land of Havilah in Arabia. There is every reason 
to believe that the West Semitic lands of Martu, Syria and 
Palestine were the Semitic counterpart to Indo-European Europe. 
That is why the name “Hittite” refers both to a West Semitic 
people and to Indo-Europeans living in Anatolia between Assyria 
and Asia Minor. 

Shem’s history includes an explanation of why the West 
Semites are a distinct people from the East Semites of 
Mesopotamia. The explanation rests with a Sumerian text, the 
Myth of Zu. According to this story, Zu stole the “Enlilship” from 
its rightful owner. Because Enlil, “Lord Wind,” is the Sumerian 
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counterpart to Hebrew Elohim, the myth records a Hamite claim 
that Shem “stole” the cult of Elohim and the Semitic stock from 
its originator Ham. The myth claims that Ninurta took it back. 
Equivalent to Nimrod, the mythic Ninurta is the historical 
Sargon, whose Empire was the political core of East Semitic 
Mesopotamia, the “land of Nimrod.” The Eastern Semites are the 
portion of the “Enlilship” that Nimrod wrested from Shem. 
Accordingly the Western Semites— among whom Shem- 
Melchizedek and Abraham made their home— were the portion 
of the stock that Shem retained. That is why Shem’s Indo- 
Europeans were destined to inhabit Europe beginning with the 
“isles of the gentiles” along the Mediterranean and Aegean. 
Syria-Palestine was the jumping off point for Europe just as the 
Western Semitic Phoenicians were destined to invade Roman 
Italy in the Second Punic War. 

Shem-Zu-Zeus: Shem’s Sumerian name Zu offers a first hint 
that he is the actual “third son” of Canaan, Olympian Zeus. 
Before appearing together on Euhemerus’ island of Crete, 
Canaan and Shem (Cronus and Zeus) established a political 
alliance requiring Canaan to adopt the older Shem as his vassal 
in the context of the Canaanite list of Genesis 10:15-18. Aside 
from the Greeks, the core of Shem’s family is perhaps best 
represented by Teutonic tradition. In the Eddic mythology, Shem 
appears as Thor (his traditional identification with the Storm God 
Yahweh), Joktan as Odin, Peleg as Frey and Shelah’s grandfather 
Canaan as the war god Tue. Shem is our “Thursday”; Canaan, 
our “Tuesday”; Joktan, our “Wednesday”; Shem our “Thursday”; 
and Peleg, our “Friday.” 

Ham, Canaan, Heth = Gurma, Gunida, and Ur Nanshe: 
As capstone of the Teutonic reflection of Noah’s family, Canaan’s 
two sons, Sidon and Heth (Olympian Poseidon and Hades) appear 
as Teutonic tribes in Ptolemy’s map of Germany: the Sidones to 
the east and Chatti (Hessians) to the west. The Anatolian Hittites 
were also referred to as Chatti or Hatti. Before the rise of 
Sargon, Heth appeared in Sumerian tradition as the historic ruler 
Ur-Nanshe (“Champion of the Nanshe,” Canaan’s mother Uma) 
son of Gunidu (Canaan) son of Gurmu (Ham-Hermes). At Lagash 
Heth apparently chose sides with Nimrod and the East Semites 
rather than Shem and the West Semites. Ninurta-Nimrod became 
the chief god of Sumerian Lagash under the name Ningirsu, the 
“chief warrior of Enlil.” Because Nimrod’s father Cush takes the 
identity of Enlil in The Marduk Epic, it follows that Ningirsu 
should be Enlil’s advocate and hence a prime representative of 
the Semitic linguistic stock in its Mesopotamian form. As Sargon, 
Nimrod brought that stock to a position of dominance at Agade. 
Alliance Between Shem and Canaan v. Nimrod: Given a 
pattern of alliance between Canaan and Shem, Euhemerus’ claim 
of finding an inscription by Cronus and Zeus in Crete lends high 
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importance to the Olympian tradition of the Hellenes. As priest of 
Yahweh, Shem appears in many cultures as a god of storms: 


Sumerian Ishkur, Ugaritic Aliyan Bal, Syrian Adad, the Hittite 
Great Storm God, Teutonic Thor, Prussian Tar and others. Tar, 
Dardanus, Darya: The names Tar and Dardanus suggest that 
Shem was Darya, who governed the Erechite half of the world in 
Andamese tradition. Zeus is both a storm god and sky god, 
reflecting Shem’s dual identity as the first priest of the Storm 
God Yahweh and then as representative of Noah’s Heaven God 
An, Melchizedek’s El Elyon. 

Shem verses Akkadians: Despite the early enmity between 
Shem and Canaan based on Noah’s curse, the two became co- 
belligerents in a struggle against Nimrod’s Akkadian Empire. The 
polarized world of Shem and Ham gave way to the opposition of 
Akkadian power and an anti-Akkadian league. In keeping with 
the Hellenic tradition that Zeus carried “Europa” from Phoenicia 
into Crete, the alliance between Canaan and Shem on that island 
figures as a stage in the colonization of Europe. As the Olympian 
sea god Poseidon, Canaan’s firstborn Sidon opened the way to 
Europe. In the oldest pantheons he appears as Akkadian Ea 
(Nudimmud of the Marduk Epic), Sumerian Enki, Ugaritic 
Kothar-wa-Khasis (responsible for building Aliyan Bal’s “temple”) 
and Egyptian Ptah. Ugaritic tradition throws Kothar and Bal into 
alliance in harmony with the Olympian fraternity of Poseidon and 
Zeus. The Egyptians placed Crete under the rule of Ptah. These 
traditions converge on a single point. Shem and Canaan agreed 
to cooperate in the colonization of Europe, beginning with Crete. 
We might even conclude that “Bal’s Temple” is Europe, 
especially in that Bal’s adversary Bull-El Shelah had made 
Mesopotamia his “temple” as Marduk. 

The co-belligerant alliance between Shem and Canaan may 
appear to be contradicted by the way Shem stirred up Hamite 
enmity just before the rise of Sargon by destroying the cultus of 
Ningirsu at Lagash and receiving the curse of its priest 
Urukagina, Ham’s son Coeus. Once the nature of Sargon’s 
tyranny was recognized, however, the alliance became a 
necessity. Coeus’ own people, the Gutians or Goyyim of Genesis 
14:1 became the chief anti-Akkadian force on earth. 

The argument that all Indo-Europeans inhabited the northern 
land of Kurgan after the Flood is rendered unnecessary by 
locating their ancestors and the formation of their basal 
vocabulary there in the antediluvian period. There is no reason to 
trace all the postdiluvian Indo-Europeans back to that land 
except for positive evidences that they inhabited Kurgan after 
2500 B. C. If the postdiluvian Hellenes, Teutons, Italics and Celts 
did, in fact, inhabit the Kurgan region or White Russia before 
reaching their traditional lands in Europe, Shem and Canaan 
coordinated their colonization process from the opposite end of 
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maritime Europe in Crete. Naturally we think of White Russia or 
Kurgan as undesirable compared with lands of the Fertile 
Crescent. Did the Greeks conceive of the Baltic location as their 
punitive land of Tartarus? If so the Indo-European colonists were 
somehow implicated in the fate of the fallen Titans. 

Celts in North Africa - Indo-Europeans verses Hamites: 
The Indo-European Celts are believed to have dwelled in North 
Africa because of certain affinities to the Egyptians. Celtic 
tradition furnishes a particularly significant version of Ham’s son 
Mizraim, Egypt personified. Welsh Mynogan combines a source 
for both Mizraim’s Egyptian name Min and his Hellenic Titan 
name Oceanos. Process of elimination throws the fourth great 
Centum Indo-European stock of Europe, the Italics, into 
identification with Ham’s son Cush, Titan Hyperion. However the 
last contact between the Centum Indo-Europeans and sons of 
Ham took place, not in Europe, but on the coasts of Arabia where 
the Hamites were serving as [the Chinese] Ocean Dragon Kings 
or judges of the captive stocks from Aratta. 

Just how the Centum Indo-Europeans were prevailed on to 
obey Shem’s design to consign them to “Tartarus” remains to be 
explained; but we have already pointed out that Shem inherited 
the antediluvian version of the Indo-European tongue and 
fathered the original core of the postdiluvian Indo-European 
stock. Shem knew this people in and out; and they knew him as 
representative of the Storm God, for whom the stock was first 
created. The question is why they would divide into four 
branches in order to act out the ritual punishment of Ham’s four 
“Titan” sons. The European connection with Ham’s sons was at 
least partly genetic. Despite Shem’s role in originating the 
linguistic stock, the Hellenes claimed descent from Phut-Iapetus; 
and Canaan fathered the Teutons through his firstborn Sidon. 
The same logic applies to the Celts. The Celtic facial type shown 
in the Gundestrup Caldron displays a brachycephalism in keeping 
with Mizraim’s character as son of the Yellow Matriarch Durga 
(Sheba-I). Welsh tradition includes, not only Japheth’s yellow son 
Gomer as Llyr but Ham’s yellow son Mizraim as Mynogan. 
[Notes: HAM & UMA (White Matriarch) - Raki 
Phut - Danish ‘Dan’ (Daness), Egyptian ‘Den’, Dyn-I 
Mizraim - Danish “Angle (Angles), Polynesian Tangaloa] 

Arphaxad = Saturnus > Shelah-Picus > Eber-Faunus > 
Peleg-Latinus: The family of Ham, however, did not exclude the 
genetic influence of Shem and Japheth from Europe. The Italics 
claim descent from Shem’s son Arphaxad as the Latin god 
Saturnus (Arphaxad I’s Joktanite name Hadoram). Saturnus 
heads a four-deep genealogy proceeding from his son Picus 
(“woodpecker”) to the grandson Faunus (the “faun”) and ending 
in the Latin eponym, his great-grandson Latinus. The tradition 
refers to the sequence from Arphaxad to Shelah, Eber and Peleg. 
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The Roman image of a “faun” is consistent with Eber’s 
substantially Negroid character just as the similar Pan son of 
Hermes represents Ham’s mulatto son Cush. Japheth is 
represented in Centum Europe by the Suiones or Swedes, 
descendents of Japheth as Suilap, that patriarch’s Ural-Altaic 
name as son of Kudai Bai Ulgén-Noah. The name accounts both 
for the Swedes and Finno-Ugric Lapps. The larger question is 
how and at what time the four sons of Ham entered into the 
genetic formation of the major Centum Indo-European stocks 
from whom so many of us descend. 

Evidence; White Hamites in Europe - Dan and Angle: In 
view of Ham’s diluvian marriage with the White Matriarch Uma, 
there is nothing surprising in the generation of a large number of 
fair-skinned Hamites. The question is how these became 
speakers of Centum Indo-European. If there is any question 
about the role of white Hamites in European origins, evidence 
comes from the Danish tradition of Saxo Grammaticus, who gives 
the Danes and Angles eponyms Dan and Angle. Those names 
refer to Ham’s sons Phut and Mizraim, the first as Egyptian 
Pharaoh Den of Dynasty I and the other as Tangaloa or Tangaroa, 
Polynesian name of Mizraim-Oceanus. Tangaroa resonates on 
the other side of the world in Polynesian New Zealand where 
Ham appears as Raki, Tangaroa’s father. 

The dyad of Shem and Ham is nothing compared to the world 
dyad of the matriarchal and patriarchal stocks generated by the 
Uruk-Aratta War. Noah’s curse set Ham at odds with Shem and 
Japheth; but the non-white stocks of Kali, Durga (Sheba-I) and 
Mahadevi fell into states of isolation from which they have only 
now begun to recover. Nothing like this ever happened to the 
Semites, Egyptians or even the more far-flung Indo-Europeans. 
The Egyptians whom we call Hamite and the “Semites” originally 
fathered by Ham were free from such a fate. The destiny of the 
Ural-Altaics resembled that of the matriarchal stocks because 
their father Noah fell out of favor. In fact one of Tiamat’s motives 
in the Aratta schism was to avenge Noah’s fall. 

The Hamite polarity of Europe can be explained further. 
There is much reason to believe that 210 years after the Flood 
Ham pressed for another universal lingua franca as he had thirty- 
two years earlier. We derive from the Olympian Ham-Hermes a 
jargon term “hermeneutics,” meaning the science of 
interpretation, because of the Greek tradition that, “Hermes 
interpreted the languages and then came discord,” meaning the 
Uruk-Aratta War. The thirty-year generations revealed in Genesis 
11 were really a political term among the long-lived children of 
Noah. Once the conflict between Ham and Shem developed after 
the 120th year, periods of thirty years were treated as a means of 
maintaining peace by alternating Shemite and Hamite power. 
Shem’s faction dominated the period beginning in the 180th 
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year. Ham’s turn came in the 210th. To win over his Shemite 
adversaries in the 210th year, he proposed that the Indo- 
European language of Shem and Japheth serve this purpose. The 
Centum Indo-European Hamites are fair-skinned members of 
Ham’s family, who accepted the scheme and spoke the language 
from that day forward. That is why the Centum Indo-European 
languages are generally less conservative than Satem Indo- 
European Indian and Lithuanian. 

The Japhethite polarity of Iran and Shemite polarity of Balto- 
Slavs clearly indicates that the Satem Aryans were to Japheth 
and Shem what the Centum Aryans were to Ham. The Centum 
Aryans followed Peleg to Aratta, hence the Gaelic tradition of 
William Butler Yeats’ poem, “Who Goes with Fergus?” that is, 
“Who follows Peleg to Aratta?” In the next chapter we will see 
that Centum Aryans, as members of the defeated colony of 
Aratta, participated in a punitive plan of exile bringing all these 
nations from Iran to coasts of the Arabian Peninsula. In Oman, in 
eastern Arabia, they rebelled against the plan to settle them at 
the Indus and circumnavigated Arabia to fight a battle near 
Carchemish on the Upper Euphrates before migrating to Europe. 

The behavior of the Satem Aryans is complementary. Under 
Japheth’s primary seven vassals, they followed Shelah against 
Aratta and settled the Japhethite names in Iran, their classic 
homeland. However there is some evidence that they did not 
remain in Iran at this time. The two Latvian towns of Indra and 
Dagda memorialize the Satem Aryan god Indra (Noah as priest of 
Shem’s God Yahweh) and the Centum god Dagda of the Gaels. 
Those names were planted there by the Balto-Slavic division of 
the Satem Aryan stock, who reached the same latitude as the 
Centum stock of Europe. Chapter Three will explain that some 
Slavs migrated to India, entered upper Eurasia through a pass in 
the Himalayas and settled in Sarmatia-Russia. 

This explanation will show that the Satem group, victors at 
Aratta, acted as watchdogs in making sure that the defeated 
Centum group obeyed the order to stay far from Mesopotamia. 
They pushed on to the Baltic where a share of them became the 
Balto-Slavs: Satem Aryans who represent Shem’s proper share of 
the Indo-European stock as we will see when we come to an 
analysis of the Canaanite section of Genesis 10. Indo-European 
Europe is to Ham what Russia, Iran and India are to Japheth and 
Shem. The jargon terms “satem” and “centum” are the 
contrasting words for “hundred” in the Sanskrit and Latin 
languages. 

Another European tradition with a _ bearing on _ the 
development of Aryan Europe is the Gallic tetrad of the gods 
Teutates, Taranis, Esus and Cernunnus. A major factor in the 
interior panels of the Gundestrup Caldron discovered in Denmark 
in the 1890s, these names represent Shem, Arphaxad I, Joktan 
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and Peleg respectively. It would appear that these four Shemites 
took over the European scheme at the time of the “Battle of 
Teutates” in 2178 in Syria. The four Shemites took control of the 
Centum Aryans despite the genetic derivation of these from Ham 
and the White Matriarch. Latin tradition emphasizing Saturnus 
as founder identifies their European leader as Arphaxad-Taranis. 
Joktan’s place at the head of the Eddic pantheon as Odin 
identifies Esus-Joktan as leader of Canaan’s Teutonic stock. The 
same logic assigns the Hellenic stock to Zeus-Shem-Teutates as 
chief of the Olympians. The dominant figure of Peleg-Cernunnus 
in the Gundestrup Caldron places him at the head of the Celtic 
stock. Ancestors of the Celts who “went with Fergus” (Welsh 
Fercos) continued to follow Fergus-Cernunnus-Peleg, once their 
physical father Mynogan-Mizraim abandoned them in Arabia. 
This discussion of the Indo-European stock has not been 
intended to suggest that they are any more important in the 
universal scheme of things than Semites, Hamites, Ural-Altaics, 
Sino-Tibetans, Austronesians, Amerindians or black Africans. Our 
English-speaking membership in the Indo-European group, 
however, has given us more to work with in dealing with 
European origins. Of all the stocks banished from the Fertile 
Crescent, the Indo-Europeans are the most clearly visible to us. 


Chapter Two 


Punitive Exile 


Hades-Arabia 


Coasts of the Arabian Peninsula became a springboard of 
departure for the races of mankind in the aftermath of the Uruk- 
Aratta war. Arabia is the concrete referent of mythological 
underworlds among the Sumerians, Chinese and Greeks. In 
mythological symbolism, the exile of nations from Iran was 
equivalent to death as represented by the figure of a corpse 
reclining in the relative position of Hadramaut in the Braided 
Goddess panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. The Iranian-Arabian 
dispersion model is captured fully by the Greek mythological 
tradition of the five rivers of Hades: Acheron (woe), Lethe 
(oblivion), Cocytus (wailing), Phlegathon (fire) and Styx, the 
location reserved for inviolable oaths of the gods. The Arabian 
Peninsula is defined by five major bodies of water in clockwise 
order: Persian Gulf, Gulf of Oman, Arabian Sea, Gulf of Aden and 
Red Sea. These five bodies became the five “rivers” of the 
underworld, conceived as rivers because the exiled people 
experienced them as colonial dispersion routes along single 


tracks. 
[Ancient rivers now “seas”. these five seas were one before the Ice Age, 5 large 
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rivers 400 feet below present sea level. ] 

The Five Rivers, Five Seas of the Underworld Hades- 
Arabia: Acheron is the river of woe across which Charon ferries 
the dead. It matches the Persian Gulf as the exilic point of 
departure from Mesopotamia-Iran among the people whose half 
world was defeated at Aratta. Lethe, the river of oblivion, 
corresponds to the Gulf of Oman beyond the Strait of Hormuz 
where the exiles were first cut off from shores familiar to them. 
Cocytus’ attribute “wailing” matches the explicit death motif of 
the land of Hadramaut along the coast of the Arabian Sea. 
Hadramaut derives its name from the Joktanite “Hazarmaveth,” 
incorporating the Hebrew word for death, maveth. The fire 
attribute of the river Phlegathon represents the torrid climate of 
extreme southern Arabia and the Horn of Africa on either side of 
the Gulf of Aden. 


[1. Persian Gulf = Acheron, river of woe. 
[2. Oman Gulf = Lethe, river of oblivion. 

[3. Arabian Sea = Cocytus, river of wailing. 

[4. Aden Gulf = Phlegathon, river of fire 

[5. Red Sea = Styx, river of oaths. 


Fall of Titans = Sons of Ham Defeated at Aratta: Distinct 
importance attaches to the River Styx, the Red Sea. The name in 
Greek mythology refers simultaneously to the river and to a 
daughter of the Titan Oceanus, Ham’s son Mizraim, Egypt 
personified. The Red Sea defines the western limit of Egypt- 
Mizraim. Zeus rewarded Styx and her daughters Nike (Victory), 
Strength and Valor because Styx was the first to come to his 
assistance when the Titans attacked him. She became the 
goddess of inviolable oaths. That distinction was applied to the 
river named for her. The Hellenic tradition of the fall of the Rebel 
Titans refers to the defeat at Aratta personified by the sons of 
Ham. 

For our purposes the most important detail is that the River 
Styx encircles Hades nine times. Although that theme is 
meaningless in respect to the Red sea, it implies a dispersion 
design. The original protoplasts of mankind were eightfold; but 
the Hamitic stock was reckoned dual because of the tradition of 
the Two Egypts which came into existence even before the 
Hamites reached the Nile. The nine circuits of the Styx, 
therefore, derive from a tradition that nine Noahic protoplasts 
were dispersed to and from Arabia. The Hamitic or Egyptian 
stock led the way spatially on the east coast of the Red Sea and 
wound up in the Fertile Crescent on the Nile, leaving the stocks 
behind on the coasts of Arabia to be exiled to the ends of the 
earth. 


Timetable of the Arabian Exilic Process 
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List of Exile Races: To develop this logic further, it is 
essential to adopt a correct timetable. It is inconceivable that 
Noah’s family would allow the process to unfold at random. The 
exiled races consisted, not only of matriarchal stocks that joined 
Tiamat but of shares of the patriarchal stocks— Centum Aryans, 
West Semites and Lower (North) Egyptians— and the entire Ural- 
Altaic stock of Noah, Tiamat’s aggrieved husband Apsu. The 
“nine circuits of the Styx” imply that substantial numbers of all 
the protoplasts were exiled. That is because the half world 
withdrawn to Aratta was more populous than the Erechite half. 
The identification of Oceanus’ daughter Styx as Zeus’ ally against 
the Titans implies that the scheme began to be enacted no earlier 
than the Uruk-Aratta War six years later. The timetable of the 
Arabian plan began no earlier than the year 2302. In fact it 
began at the start of the next thirty-year era in 2278. 

Amerinds (of Libya) vs. Egyptian Nile Delta Narmer 
(Nahor) = Battle of Teutates: The nine circuits suggest an 
isochronic process of exilic dates to various locations along the 
coasts of Arabia. Eventually the Amerindian stock took a position 
in Libya where they fought the Battle of Metelis in the Nile Delta 
against Pharaoh Narmer (Nahor). To reach Libya they had to 
break the “inviolable oath” binding them to the east coast of the 
Red Sea where they would otherwise have become the chief 
people of Arabia after the other protoplasts vacated the coasts. 
This original design placed Tiamat’s personal Amerindian stock 
on the east coast to complement the Hamites of her antediluvian 
son Ham at the west coast. The precedence of Ham and his 
mother in spearheading the process, at least in spatial terms, 
arose from their primary role in creating the half world of Aratta 
along with Peleg and Heth (Greek Hades). 

[Arattian List: Havilah, Ham, Peleg, Heth. Marduk, the conqueror of 
Aratta. Marduks’ 3 sons: Mot, Yamm, Athtar.] 

The spatial sequence of the other six protoplasts is 
established by close reasoning, for example, concerning the 
identity of Hazarmaveth, Ugaritic Mot, one of three sons of Bull 
El-Marduk. Because Marduk was the conqueror of Aratta, his 
three sons profited from that victory. Mot, Yamm and Athtar took 
over lands vacated by protoplasts destined for exile from the 
“River Cocytus,” the Arabian Sea coast of Hadramaut— peoples 
who eventually found their way to Indonesia, Polynesia and the 
continental Far East. In Phrygian tradition, Bull El’s counterpart 
Tros-Ilus is a grandson of Dardanus, source of the Assyrian name 
Tartan. Ugaritic tradition places Bull Ell and his three sons at the 
source of both the Euphrates and Tigris where Athtar must have 
staked a claim to Assyria. The same logic applies to his brothers 
Yamm and Mot.Yamm is Bull El’s black son Eber, who appears in 
the Shemite list of Genesis 10:22 as Elam. His people took over 
the land of Elam-Lumma vacated by his mother Kali’s 
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Austronesian stock. Mot’s people took over the original claim 
land of the Yellow Matriarch Durga (Sheba-I), extending east of 
Elam, once it was vacated by the Sino-Tibetans. 

The Flight of Peleg - Huwawa, Humbaba: This claim by 
Durga (Sheba-I) is termed “Cedar Mountain Land” in 
Lugalannemundu’s inscription and appears to have been the 
entire Arabian Sea coast of Iran extending toward the Indus. It is 
equivalent, as Kramer suggests, to the “Land of the Living” in the 
Sumerian text “Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living.” The 
historical referent of that myth is the flight of a share of the 
Aratta exiles under Peleg eastward as personified by the monster 
Huwawa or Humbaba. It was made up chiefly of the Sino-Tibetan 
protoplast. The fallen stocks of Aratta were personified in this 
way. For example, the Ural-Altaic stock of the Anship is labeled 
the Gutanu or “Bull of Heaven,” which is also destroyed by 
Gilgamesh. 


Gilgamesh - Yamm-Eber 
Enkidu - Tarshish (Phoenix) 
Athtar - Elishah 

Mot - Hazarmaveth 


After Bull El’s son Yamm laid claim to Elam, the third 
brother Mot-Hazarmaveth occupied “Cedar Mountain.” Two 
provinces in the extreme southeastern corner of the Persian 
Empire, Gedrosia and Arachosia, mark the presence of 
Hazarmaveth and Japheth’s secondary vassal Elishah-Agenor, 
one of the “Enkidus” or “Creatures of Enki,” the Javanite tetrad 
of Genesis 10:4. Gilgamesh’s companion Enkidu, who impulsively 
cuts off Huwawa’s head, is another member of the tetrad, 
Phoenix-Tarshish. Elishah is a version of Mot’s_ brother 
Athtar.The provinces Gedrosia and Arachosia help bring the 
mythological action of “Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living” to 
historical focus. The reoccurrence of the name “Hazarmaveth” as 
“Hadramaut” in Arabia implies that the voiced sibilant z in the 
biblical name was originally the voiced dental d. An initial h often 
derives from the degenerating palatals g or k. Thus the name 
Gedrosia is a tenable version of Hazarmaveth-Mot and marks the 
region where his followers supplanted Sino-Tibetans as Assyrians 
supplanted Ural-Altaics and Elamites supplanted Austronesians. 
The name Arachosia corresponds to Arakho, a variant of the 
Siberian dragon god Alkhla, a version of Elishah, Bull El’s 
brother as a son of Sidon. These brothers appear together in 
Hellenic tradition as Agenor and Belus. As a son of Bull El-Belus- 
Shelah— Marduk, the conqueror of Aratta— Mot-Hazarmaveth of 
Gedrosia was a nephew of Elishah-Agenor-Arakho of Arachosia. 
The coast of Gedrosia became a point of departure for exiles from 
Iran to Hadramaut and others coasts of the Arabian system. 

The Five Rivers of Hades Geography: Each of the five 
“rivers” of Hades is located so as to point to different parts of the 
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outer world. In addition to Hadramaut’s command of the Arabian 
Sea and Indian Ocean, the Gulf of Oman points toward India. The 
Gulf of Aden serves as the gateway to interior Africa. The Persian 
Gulf defines Iran; and the Red Sea, Egypt. As for the timetable, 
Pharaoh Narmer (Nahor)’s conquests in Egypt establish a 
terminus ad quem in the early 22nd century. The logical 
commencement point was the eighth postdiluvian epoch in 2278 
when the Sumerians took final command of Sumer twenty-four 
years after the Erech-Aratta War. In the Sumerian King List, this 
is the Dynasty III period, so-called because it follows the First 
Kish and Eanna-Uruk dynasties. The “nine circuits of the Styx” 
imply a ninety-year process in decades from 2278 to 2188: 


1) River Acheron. Persian Gulf. Sumerians take over Sumer in 
2278-2268, first decade of the Dynasty III period. 


2) River Lethe. Gulf of Oman. Centum Indo-Europeans settle 
temporarily in Oman in 2268-2258. 


3) River Cocytus. Arabian Sea. Ural-Altaics, Austronesians and 
Sino-Tibetans settle temporarily in Hadramaut in 2258-2228 
(three decades, one for each stock in succession). 


4) River Phlegethon. Gulf of Aden. Semites including East 
African Kushitics settle temporarily in southern Arabia or the 
Horn of Africa in 2228-2218. 


5) River Styx. Red Sea. Amerindians settle temporarily on the 
east coast of the Red Sea in 2218-2208. 


Over the next twenty years the entire Hamitic stock settled in the 
two Egypts. These two decades coincide with the later history of 
the predynastic period involving Sidon and his family, vassals of 
Javan, as the Pharaohs Ka-ap (Sidon), Ro (Danaus) and Khetm 
(Kittim-Cadmus). The Javanite vassals not only served in Lower 
(North) Egypt but also colonized the coasts of the Eastern 
Mediterranean. Once the final twenty years elapsed, two 
Akkadian emperors, who had been providing the Lower Sea fleet 
needed for the circuits of Arabia, took command of Egypt as 
Dynasty I: Menes and Narmer (Nahor). One result was the Battle 
of Metelis where for the first time eight Genesis 10 patriarchs 
(and two additional sons of Ham) met death at the hands of 
Narmer (Nahor). This lethal violence was his reprisal against an 
anti-Akkadian league. 

One dimension of this conflict was that several of the 
protoplasts broke their “inviolable oaths” and migrated to 
unsanctioned locations, altering world ethnography from what it 
otherwise would have been. The Amerindians migrated from the 
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west coast of Arabia to Libya and eventually the Americas. 
Except for this breakdown they would have remained in Arabia to 
become the chief people of Mahadevi’s antediluvian land of 
Havilah-Arabia. North America would have been colonized by 
Sino-Tibetans from China; and South America by Polynesians. In 
another breakdown Semites on the Gulf of Aden refused to follow 
their black Amharic kinsmen to Ethiopia and proceeded first to 
the Red Sea and then to the coast of Palestine, Phoenicia and 
Syria where they joined the West Semitic Amorites of Martu. 

Centum Indo-Europeans followed the same process 
from Oman to the Red Sea where they settled first in 
Phoenicia-Syria, then in Crete and finally in continental 
Europe. Otherwise they would have colonized India as the Satem 
Indo-Europeans actually did in much later times. In contrast 
Satem Aryans were Indo-European counterparts to the East 
Semites. Serving the Erechite cause, they remained in the 
heartland to dominate Iran and eventually India. Another effect 
of the Centum Indo-European migration to Europe is that the 
Upper (South)) Egyptians, who were probably intended for 
Europe, remained on the Nile. Heaven knows what the world 
would have been like if the great temperate zone continent of 
Europe had been colonized by Egyptians. As it was, they claimed 
control of Crete; but at Crete they were supplanted by Centum 
Aryans in an event recorded in the Greek myth of Zeus and 
Europa. 

A detail confirming this explanation concerns the Tocharians, 
Centum Indo-Europeans located on the border of western China 
far from Europe. What happened is that ancestors of the 
Tocharians refused to accompany the main body of Centum 
Aryans to the Red Sea, were left in Hadramaut and were swept 
up in the migration across the Arabian Sea and Indian Ocean to 
the Far East. They attached themselves either to the Ural-Altaics 
or to the Sino-Tibetans. 


The Egyptian Ennead - Atum-Re is Japheth 
Given its formal construction in Egypt and its source in a 
victory by Japheth over his enemies, we need to consider the 
Egyptian Ennead or “Great Nine,” whose head Atum Re is a 
version of Japheth as creator of the Hamitic linguistic 
stock. The title Atum is based on an Egyptian word meaning 
“totality.” The premise behind punishing the schismatics of 
Aratta is that they violated the organic unity of the Noahic world 
community. The myth of Re and Sekhmet conveys the 
murderous wrath which this schism inspired among Egyptians. 
Because the Ennead matches the “nine circuits of the Styx,” we 
have every reason to believe that this Egyptian set of five males 
and four females was designed to control the Arabian process. 
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Aside from Atum Re, the Ennead is presented as a set of four 
couples like the diluvian four, who appear separately as the 
Ogdoad of Hermopolis. The four couples of the Ennead are a 
more synthetic eight based on politics and the requirements of 
the dispersion system as it existed by 2278. Atum generates the 
air god Shu and his consort Tefnut, who give birth to the earth 
god Geb and sky goddess Nut. Geb and Nut then give birth to 
two more sibling couples: Osiris-Asir and Isis and Seth and 
Nephthys. These relationships are partly genetic and partly 
artificial. Four of the set are antediluvian males. In addition to 
Japheth as the “Hamitc” creator Atum Re, Shu is a version of 
Ham; Geb, of Noah; and Seth, of Noah’s son Shem. Osiris-Asir is 
Noah’s great black antediluvian son by Kali, appearing in the 
Japhethite section as Riphath and in all three Hamite 
subdivisions as Seba, vassal of Cush; Pathrus, vassal of 
Mizraim; and Amor, vassal of Canaan. The natural relationships 
between Noah-Geb and Osiris-Asir-Seba and Seth-Shem also 
characterizes Nephthys, Noah’s daughter by Uma, appearing in 
the Canaanite list as Hamath and in Ugaritic tradition as Anath, 
sister wife of Bal-Shem just as Nephthys is Seth’s sister-wife. 
This female occurs in the Mizraim clan as Naphtuh-, the only 
name in that set to reveal an obvious cognate to a corresponding 
Egyptian name, Nephthys. [Noah + Ophir-Kali (Nut) BIk Matriarch > 
Son, Osiris-Asir-Seba-Riphath. Daughter Isis-Arvad-Aphrodite-Parvati. 
Noah + Jobab-Uma > daughter Nephthys-Hamath-Anath-Naphtuh] 

The same logic applies to Isis as sister-wife of Osiris-Asir- 
Seba. She is Noah’s black daughter Arvad-Parvati, Seba-Shiva’s 
lover, presumed wife in Indian tradition and the Olympian love 
goddess Aphrodite in Hellenic tradition. Her mother’s name Nut 
refers to the entire Mahadevi tetrad, including Seba’s mother 
Kali and Seth and Nephthys’ mother Uma. In order to accept this 
explanation we have to set aside the identification of Isis with 
“Caphtor,” the last female in the Mizraim group and an eponym 
of the island of Crete. The Mizraim list begins and ends with 


persons derived from Min-Mizraim himself. The last pair of the 
list, Philist- and Caphtor-, are both his immediate children. Welsh 


tradition identifies them as Beli the Great and Don, children of 
Mynogan, the Celtic version of Mizraim, showing a cognate 
relationship both to Egyptian “Min” and Hellenic “Oceanus.” 

The Five Dragon Kings - Ham and Four Sons: This 
selection of nine names [the Ennead] explains how the Egyptians 
understood the exilic process. It does not imply that the nine 
persons actually visited the coasts of Arabia. We will later see 
that the local judges of the Arabian system were the five Ocean 
Dragon Kings of Chinese tradition: Ham and his four sons of 
Genesis 10:6. Nevertheless the nine-fold character of the Ennead 
promises a correlation with nine exilic protoplasts. 

According to their distribution in time and space, the nine 
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protoplasts are 1. Sumerians, 2. Centum-Indo-Europeans, 3. Sino- 
Tibetans, 4. Ural-Altaics, 5. Austronesians, 6. Kushitics and 
Western Semites, 7. Amerindians, 8. Lower (North) Egyptians 
and 9. Upper (South)) Egyptians. A hypothetical match with 
members of the Ennead should be evaluated at every point. At 
the head of the process, Atum Re and Hathor-Durga (Sheba- 
I)— the two Sheba’s of the Cushite and Joktanite lists— are 
firmly associated with Sumer by their roles in establishing the 
kindred cities of Uruk and Ur. The next member of the Ennead, 
Shu-Ham, holds the key to Centum Indo-European origins as the 
proper patriarch of the Hellenes, identified by them with both the 
Titan Uranus and his “grandson” Hellen, eponym of the race. The 
same is true of the transparent occurrence of Canaan’s two sons 
Sidon and Heth as the Teutonic Sidones and Chatti. 

Shu’s sister wife Tefnut is his postdiluvian full sister 
appearing in the Canaanite list under the name Zemar- and in 
the Indian pantheon as Ganga, goddess of the Ganges and 
associated with Himavan, god of the Himalayas at the source of 
the Ganges. The hypothesis that the Ennead matches the Arabian 
process in sequence meets the test at this point by treating the 
name of Zemar-Ganga as a sign of the entrance-way of the Sino- 
Tibetans into their traditional homeland. The next male of the 
Ennead, earth god Geb, is an Egyptian version of Noah distinct 
from his obscure Ogdoad version as Nun (Apsu). He created the 
Ural-Altaic stock as his proper people and survives among them 
under the name Kudai Bai Ulg6n. Thus Geb falls into place as the 
next member of the Ennead, matching the next protoplast to take 
their place on the coast of Hadramaut— the Ural-Altaics. He is 
conceived as an earth god in the Ennead to record his 
humiliation in ceasing to be the chief priest of An (El Elyon). He 
was forced to abandon this honor to his adversary Canaan 
according the Hurrian Song of Kumarbi (Shem) where he is 
identified as Alalu and Canaan as Anu. This Noah figure is cast 
out of heaven into the “Dark Earth,” ceasing to be the ruler of his 
Ural-Altaics and becoming the earth god Geb of the Ennead 
instead. The same principle of humiliation is at work with his son 
Shem, who appears as Seth rather than Shu-Enlil, possessor of 
the Enlilship of the Semites. Ham has recovered that honor as 
Shu among the “Great Nine.” 

Geb’s sister-wife, the sky goddess Nut, embodies the entire 
Mahadevi tetrad, the females from the antediluvian world whom 
Noah selected for survival of the four races. Evidence for this 
identification derives from the mythology of Nut in which she is 
upheld in the sky by four males, in effect, the four antediluvian 
male husbands. The other evidence we have just seen by 
identifying two different mothers, Kali for Osiris-Asir and Isis and 
Uma for Seth and Nephthys. The Arabian process identifies Nut 
with the Austronesians, Kali’s people, as though her children 
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Osiris-Asir and Isis were more definitive than Seth-Shem and 
Nephthys-Hamath in representing the Austronesian stock. At the 
head of the Ennead Japheth-Atum Re is given no wife as though 
to conceal his diluvian marriage to the Black Matriarch Kali. The 
same thing happens with Nut, who is depicted as white as though 
referring to Uma only. The Egyptians were white Caucasoids and 
exhibit the same anti-black bias as do so many other white races. 
Nevertheless Noah’s black son Osiris-Asir-Riphath-Seba looms 
large in the Dravidian-Australian-Austronesian world of the 
Lower Sea as Shiva Pashupati of the Dravidians, Daramulun of 
the Australians and Olifat of the Micronesians [EDITOR: Also 
called: Yelafath, Orofat, Lolofath or Wolphat] . 


Noah + Kali (Ophir) > son _ Riphath-Seba-Osiris-Asir, 
Daughter Arvad (Isis). The matching sequences align Osiris- 
Asir himself with the Semitic combination of South Semitic 
Ethiopians and West Semitic Canaanites. The Kushitic Afars of 
Ethiopia— source of our label “Africa”— derive their name from 
Seba’s full name indicated by Colchian Absyrtus, including a 
labial missing from Egyptian “Asir” or “Usire.” Seba appears in 
the Canaanite list as “Amor-” and is the proper patriarch of the 
West Semitic Amorites of Martu. Presumably those people 
remained in Martu during the Erech-Aratta war and were never 
exiled into the Arabia system. Our hypothesis holds up well at 
this point by pinpointing at the Gulf of Aden linguistic kinsmen of 
the Amorites. The sequential match is between Osiris-Asir as 
sixth figure of the Ennead and the protoplast at the Gulf of Aden 
as the sixth share of the exilic system. 


Isis - And the Identity of Aeetes: The seventh member of 
the Ennead, Osiris-Asir’ sister wife Isis is Seba’s full sister and 
lover Arvad-Parvati, daughter of Noah and Kali. The magician Isis 
identifies with the arch-magician Medea, Absyrtus’ sister among 
the Colchians in the Hellenic tradition of the Argonautica. Isis’ 
magic raises Osiris-Asir from the dead just as Medea’s magic 
wins the Golden Fleece for Jason. Because the Argonautica refers 
to Medea as Absyrtus’ sister, the genetic relationship between 
Osiris-Asir and Isis is confirmed and Noah-Geb identifies with 
their father Aeétes king of Colchis. The family of Aeétes, 


Absyrtus and Medea in their Colchian locale is another of those 
traditions of the second type which should be taken literally in 


respect to location. There is reason to believe that Noah and his 


two black children Asir-Absyrtus and Isis-Medea actually took 


refuge in Colchis following the defeat of Aratta. Ancient Colchis 
(*) lay at the east end of the Black Sea indicating an escape route 


westward from Aratta. Noah and his two black children took 
refuge in Colchis after the sons of Ham drove them out of Aratta 
on the eve of the war. 
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[So, Colchians more likely from the Middle East than Egypt. See 


below: ] 

[(*)EDITOR: COLCHIS was inhabited by a number of tribes (Black, probably 
colonists from Egypt and Aratta) whose settlements lay along the shore of the 
Black Sea. Chief among those were the Machelones, Heniochi, Zydretae, Lazi, 
Chalybes, Tibareni/Tubal, Mossynoeci, Macrones, Moschi, Marres, Apsilae, 
Abasci,[41] Sanigae, Coraxi, Coli, Melanchlaeni, Geloni and Soani (Suani). The 
ancients assigned various origins to the tribes that inhabited Colchis. 
https://www.wikiwand.com/en/Colchis. The name of the Colchians is a 
collective term for early Kartvelian tribes populating the eastern coast of the 
Black Sea in Greco-Roman ethnography. The name possibly derives from the 
Urartian “Qulha” and refers to a land to the west of Georgia. ] 


pod 


The Abkhaz or Caucasian negros of Russia. 


Historians believe they arrived during the Ottoman Empire. Other scholars 
suggest that the Abkhaz negros are descendants of —_Colchis, 
drevnekartvelskih tribes occupying the territory around southeastern and 
eastern Black Sea region, Western Georgia the ancient name of Colchis. 
Data from published and unpublished sources on the genetic diversity of the 
greater Near East and Caucasus, specifically Abkhaz and Ossete 
populations, were used for phylogeographic and statistical comparison. The 
results revealed reduced Y-chromosome haplogroup diversity in Svans, with 
a predominance of G2a,... strong Y-chromosome affinities with eastern and 
western populations (i.e., Ossete and Abkhaz, respectively) living adjacent to 
the Svans indicated a common gene pool for these three ethno-linguistic groups 
in spite of linguistic differences at the language family level, and minimal 
contribution to the Ossete gene pool from Indo-European-speaking Alans. 
https://repository.upenn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi? 
article=3900&context=edissertations 
Were the ancient Egyptians of Anatolian ancestry? “DNA from Nakht-ankh a 
middle kingdom priest 2000 BC, carried the Y-DNA H2 , which is Anatolian 
in origin and was carried by Neolithic Europeans as well, also Yuya, a noble 
man from the new kingdom carried the Y- DNA G2a, which is also Anatolian 
Neolithic in origin. The MtDNA of the ancient Egyptians is also Levantine- 
Anatolian in origin. Some of Old Kingdom Egyptian statues that show the 
Caucasoid Anatolian-Levantine Phenotypes. 

https://www.quora.com/Were-the-ancient-Egyptians-of-Anatolian- 
ancestry?show_editor=True 

A genetic study published in May 2017 in the Journal Nature 
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Communications examined DNA samples from a much larger selection of 
ancient Egyptian mummies ...concluded that modern Egyptians actually tend to 
have a much higher number of genetic markers associated with people of sub- 
Saharan African ancestry than the ancient Egyptians did. The study concluded 
that the ancient Egyptians had relatively little genetic affinity with modern 
people of sub-Saharan African ancestry... the study also concluded that the 
ancient Egyptians whose DNA they analyzed tended to have more genetic 
markers in common with modern peoples of the Near East than with modern 
Egyptians. 


Black Colchians, Medeans, Arvadites, Olmecs: The Colchian 
locale explains how Isis came to be associated with the next 
protoplast of the Arabian system— the Amerindians who settled 
independently of her on the east coast of the Red Sea. Herodotus 
reports the Colchians as wooly haired, therefore Negroid 
[Hdt.2.104 “...the Colchians are Egyptians... they are dark- 
skinned and woolley-haired...” |]. They represent one branch of 
the family of Shem’s black son Hul. Another branch joined the 
Amerindian stock to become Olmecs and lead the way from West 
Africa to Mexico at the transition from the African to the 
Amerindian phases of the great western colonization program of 
the 22nd century. Isis-Arvad-Parvati-Medea attached her identity 
to the Colchians through immediate local contact. Her 
relationship to the Olmecs was a detail of the more abstract 


association of the Ennead with the Arabian process. 

[For more on the Colchians see, https://www.wikiwand.com/en/Colchis] 
[NOTES: THE LOST CITY OF THE TAMOACHAN PEOPLE. 

Name “Olmec”: It is not known what name the ancient Olmec used for 
themselves; some later Mesoamerican accounts seem to refer to the ancient 
Olmec as "Tamoanchan."See, Michael D. Coe and Rex Koontz, Mexico: From the 
Olmec to the Aztecs. (Thames and Hudson, 2002). 

The earliest historical traditions locate Tamoanchan far from the coast, in the 
province of Cuauhnahuac near present-day Cuernavaca. “From there, the tribes 
that would become the ancestors of all later Mesoamerican civilizations spread 
to the North, East, and South to give rise to the civilizations of the Toltecs, the 
Olmecs, and the Maya.”... “The mysterious ruins that are found in the Southern 
part of the state of Morelos are among the largest to be found in the entire 
American continent and could also turn out to be among its oldest. They belong 
to a time possibly earlier still than that of the Olmecs and may indeed turn out 
to be those of the legendary lost city of Tamoanchan - The Cradle of 
Mesoamerican Civilization.” Source: https://www.ancient-origins.net/ancient- 
places-americas/tamoanchan-0011452. 

The Mende, people of West Africa, the supposed Ancestors of Olmecs- linguistic 
similarities.Studies done by researchers such as Ivan Van Sertima (They Came 
Before Columbus), Alexander Von Wuthenau (Unexpected Faces in Ancient 
America), Runoko Rashidi and others have presented evidence that clearly show 
that the Olmecs were not American Indians with "baby faces," or Indians who 
looked like Blacks (although a few Olmecs did mix with the Native Americans). 
They were Africans no different from Africans found in the Mende regions of 
West Africa https://www.theperspective.org/olmecs.html. 

Also, Studies done by Clyde Winters show that the Olmecs used the Mende 
script, a writing system used among the Mandinkas and other Africans in West 
Africa. When the writings on Olmec monuments were translated, it was found 
that the language spoken by the Olmecs was Mende. 

Other studies show potential genetic connections of the Olmecs with Black Xia 
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and Shang Chinese because of their Oriental characteristics, and because the 
descendants call themselves Xi. Olmec genetics is still a mystery at the 
present. ] 


Another note on these relationships is that the Sumerian 
pantheon gives both Kali and her son Riphath-Seba-Osiris-Asir 
the same name Dumuzi-Abzu, one female and the other male. 
That name might be paraphrased “Shepherd of the Abyss,” an 
acknowledgment that Kali and Riphath are dominant figures in 
the populations of the Lower Sea continuum. 

The last couple of the Ennead, Seth and Nephthys, account 
for the Two Egypts as eighth and ninth terms of our hypothetical 
system. The wife Nephthys corresponds to Naphtuh, the only 
member of the Mizraim clan with a transparent cognate to an 
Egyptian name. Her husband Seth-Shem is invariably associated 
with Lower (North) Egypt in Egyptian tradition. Our hypothesis 
identifies Seth and Nephthys as the same persons as Ugaritic Bal 
and Anath, a sibling couple, Shem and Hamath-, children of Noah 
and Uma born before and after the Flood and predominantly 
Caucasoid in keeping with the Caucasoid character of the 
Egyptians. In short the last two couples of the Ennead display a 
balance of Caucasoid and Negroid blood consistent with the 
balance of white Egyptians and black Africans in the continent 
west of Arabia. The Ennead is tabulated both here and in Table 
5.1 in a different thematic context. In Table 2.1 emphasis falls on 
its correlation with the Arabian exilic system. It is oriented to the 
Egyptian perspective; in 5.1 it is imported into the context of the 
Sumerian Dynasty III period beginning simultaneously with the 
Arabian system in 2278. 


Table 2.1 The Egyptian Ennead and the Arabian Exilic 
System [cp. Book 54] 


Ennead Genesis 10 Protoplast 
Location 
Atum Japheth-Masluh Sumerians Sumer 
Re 
Shu Ham Centum Aryans Oman 
Tefn Zemar Sino-Tibetans Hadrama 
ut ut 
Geb Noah-Lehab Ural-Altaics Hadrama 
ut 
Nut Mahadevi Austronesians Hadrama 
Tetrad ut 
Osiri Riphath-Seba- Kushitics, West Gulf of 
S- Pathrus Semites Aden 
Asir 
Isis Caphtor Amerindians Hejaz 
Seth Shem Lower (North) Lower 
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Egyptians (North) 
Egypt 
Neph Naphtuh Upper (South)) Upper 
thys Egyptians (South)) 
Egypt 


Rebellion against the Exilic Process 

The Phoenicians remembered that they came to Phoenicia 
from the Persian Gulf via the Red Sea. Their curious mixture of 
West Semites and rulers bearing Aryan names confirms the view 
that Indo-Europeans accompanied the West Semites in a 
breakdown of the Arabian scheme, which would otherwise have 
called for Centum Aryans to populate India and the West Semites 
to remain in Africa along with their linguistic brethren the 
Ethiopians. If we assume that the Arabian scheme was consistent 
with God’s will for the nations, the rebellious breakdown explains 
why the Old Testament seems so ruthless in Joshua’s invasion of 
Canaan. The Canaanites did not belong to that land. As a son of 
Terah son of Nahor I (Naram Sin), Abraham derived from the 
Eastern Semite community and adopted the West Semitic 
language only to adapt himself to life in the West after he and his 
father left Sumerian Ur for Haran before Abraham came to 
Palestine. If the West Semites had stayed in Africa, Palestine 
would have been populated by the Lower (North) Egyptians after 
Upper (South)) Egyptians had colonized Europe from their island 
of Crete-Caphtor. It is conceivable that the Centum Aryans were 
ordered to colonize Europe by Pharaoh Narmer (Nahor) as a 
result of defeat in their attempt to help the Amerindians conquer 
Upper (South)) Egypt. In that case Narmer (Nahor)’s Battle of 
Metelis drove the Amerindians west to Libya and the Centum 
Aryans and West Semites back into Asia before “Zeus and 
Europa” brought the Aryans to Crete and Europe. Otherwise the 
Lower (North) Egyptians would have spread at least by outposts 
into Palestine, assuming that the Upper (South)) Egyptians would 
have accepted Europe as their homeland. An Egyptian claim on 
Palestine prior to the settlement of the Battle of Metelis would 
explain why the Philistines of the Mizraim clan sought to win 
Palestine for themselves. The Canaanite migration from the Gulf 
of Aden to Palestine served God’s purpose at the same time that 
it involved culpable rebellion against a master-plan agreed to by 
the full Noahic assembly in 2278. 

That rebellion brought Europeans to Europe and 
Amerindians to the Americas. Like the Canaanites, the 
Amerindians later suffered a massive invasion by a people more 
righteous than they; but those Europeans had shared in the same 
rebellion that brought Amerindians from Arabia to the Americas. 
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The difference between the Europeans and Amerindians lay only 
in the adoption of Christianity by enough Europeans through the 
medieval centuries to establish Christian cultural norms. The 
popular assumption that the Europeans were at fault in seizing 
Native American lands goes back to Thomas Paine’s assault on 
the Bible for sanctioning the invasion of Canaan. The principle is 
identically the same in Canaan and America as priests of the 
Spanish Conquest understood. 

The Three Rebel Groups vs. Akkadians: The three 
protoplasts that rebelled— MHavilah-Mahadevi’s Amerindians, 
Ham’s West Semites and Canaan’s Centum Aryans (Gauls)— 
descended from the three prime movers of the tragic, aboriginal 
sin of Ham as recorded both in Genesis 9 and the opening section 
of the Marduk Epic: the indulgent mother Tiamat-Mahadevi, the 
ill-behaved son Ham and the cursed grandson Canaan. These 
persons lived on from century to century and evidently never 
repented of their aboriginal sin, at least as long as Noah was 
alive down to 2168. The false movement of the Amerindians, 
West Semites and Centum Aryans was no doubt set in motion by 
a deliberate conspiracy by these three persons. In fact the 
conspiratorial plan may have been devised even before the 
Arabian plan began to be executed in 2278. The Braided Goddess 
panel graphically asserts that Arabia was Tiamat’s proper 
empire. She could do with it what she wished. The master-plan 
agreed to by the Noahic princes responded to her invitation to 
use Arabia for this purpose. Once the plan was set in motion and 
the protoplasts were widely distributed along the Arabian coasts, 
it was an easy matter to activate the hidden plan to send the 
three rebel protoplasts to predetermined locations in order to 
overrun Upper (South)) Egypt. Realizing that Upper (South)) 
Egypt was Japheth’s proper territory, the Hamites were 
continuing the struggle with him over control of the coveted Nile 
Delta. 

Sargon-Nimrod’s Akkadian Empire: This rebellion was 
complicated further by the growing hatred of the Akkadian 
regime by the Noahic princes. Under Nimrod-Sargon it 
degenerated into a tyranny over the simultaneous 56-year reigns 
by him and his grandson Naram Sin from 2244 to 2188. The 
Centum Aryan Gauls who retained the tradition of the 
Gundestrup Caldron saw themselves as arch-enemies of the 
Akkadian regime, which they depict on the floor panel of the 
Caldron as a giant bull under assault by a mysterious figure. We 
might argue that the rebellion by three protoplasts was an effort 
to save the nations from Akkadian tyranny. That argument 
collapses, however, under the observation that the three rebel 
protoplasts were just the ones most intimately associated with 
the old Hamite faction. As tyrannical as the Akkadians were, they 
had been authorized in the will of God to execute the master-plan 
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by using their Lower Sea Fleet, the one that Manishtushu relied 
on to crush an uprising of “thirty-two Arabian kings” as recorded 
in his inscription. In effect, two breakdowns were occurring at 
the same time: the prearranged conspiracy of Mahadevi, Ham 
and Canaan and a civil war between the Noahic princes and the 
Akkadian regime. Out of this political confusion, much of the 
monogenetic reality of the Noahic world community was effaced 
by the babble of warring powers. As for Akkadian legitimacy, 
they were playing a role analogous to their Babylonian 
descendants in disciplining the Israelites in the time of Jeremiah. 
For many centuries East Semitic was the language of the 
Mesopotamian “establishment” just as  Shelah-Marduk 
epitomized the idea of legitimacy and his father Sidon worked by 
legitimate rules to play a sinister game with the mindset of these 
early gentiles. 

The Arabian Rebellion - From Lagash to the Tower of 
Bebel, to the Uruk-Aratta War: The conspiracy of Mahadevi, 
Ham and Canaan can be located plausibly in space and time. 
That location was the Sumerian city of Lagash at about the time 
of the Second Kish epoch in 2278. Lagash was the stronghold of 
Ham’s family throughout Sumerian history. Mahadevi had 
founded it as her contribution to the Mesopotamian building 
project that culminated in the Tower of Babel. After her defeat in 
the Uruk-Aratta War, her incestuous great-grandson and 
immediate son Heth settled at Lagash to establish a dynasty as 
Ur-Nanshe in the Second Kish period. The Lagashites of Ur- 
Nanshe’s time recorded the names of Ham and Canaan as Gurmu 
and Gunidu in an inscription. It was here that the conspiracy took 
shape on the eve of putting the Arabian master-plan into motion. 
[Heth = Ur-nanshe; Ham = Gurma, Shu, Uranus, Raki; and Canaan = 
Gunidu.] 

The logic of the conspiracy explains why Gurmu and Gunidu 
are presented as mere names rather than rulers of Lagash. When 
Canaan’s son Ur-Nanshe-Heth reigned, his grandfather and 
father, Ham-Gurmu and Canaan-Gunidu were in Arabia actively 
participating in the master-plan as Ocean Dragon Kings of 
Chinese tradition. Mahadevi was known to the Sumerians as 
Ereshkigal, goddess of the underworld, because they too 
associated her with Arabia and knew that she was active there in 
this period. The three had to be present among the three rebel 
protoplasts to use their patriarchal prestige among those nations 
to assure that they would agree to the rebellion. 

Centum Aryans descended from the fair-skinned incestuous 
union of Canaan with his mother the White Matriarch. At the Gulf 
of Aden Ham was the original founder of the Semitic linguistic 
stock; and that is precisely why the Semites there took the name 
of his heir Canaan in carrying out their share in the rebellion. It 
also explains why the Ennead identifies Ham as Shu, an air god 
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of the Semitic Enlilship, in contrast to his identification with the 
Anship as Hellenic Uranus, “Heaven,” and the Austronesian sky 
god Raki. Mahadevi was the physical matriarch of the red 
Amerindian race to the extent that Native Americans are 
definable as a race. The Braided Goddess panel confirms that she 
was located among Amerindians in western Arabia at the 
moment when the conspiracy began to be enacted. According to 
the legitimate master-plan, the Amerindians were scheduled to 
settle there in the decade from 2218 to 2208. At an agreed upon 
moment around 2208 Canaan led the Centum Aryans southward 
and westward to the Gulf of Aden rather than eastward to India. 
There they joined the Canaanites; and the two protoplasts moved 
up the west coast of Arabia to join the Amerindians. 

Metelis is Nile Delta: During the period of the master-plan, 
the Akkadians came to power four years after the beginning if 
the tenth Noahic era in 2248. For the remaining years of the 
tenth and eleventh eras, Sargon and his grandson Naram Sin 
shared a continuous reign of 56 years specified in the Sumerian 
King List as 56-year periods for each of them separately— a 
modest example of the tendency of the King List to expand 
chronology. The eleventh Noahic era began in 2218, the same 
year that the Amerindians were supposed to settle on the west 
coast of Arabia. Another date to work with is the close of the 
eleventh era in 2188 when both Sargon and Naram Sin ended 
their reigns, freeing the latter to journey to Egypt to take up his 
identity as Pharaoh Narmer (Nahor). Seven years later in 2181, 
Narmer (Nahor) fought off the rebel alliance at Metelis in the 
Nile Delta. The three rebel protoplasts had taken twenty years 
from 2208 to 2188 to unite and consolidate their plan to take 
Upper (South)) Egypt. It is generally believed that the forces 
hostile to Narmer (Nahor) inhabited the Sinai Peninsula before 
beginning their assault. A location there would enable the West 
Semites and Centum Aryans to establish an escape route into 
Canaan in the event of defeat in Upper (South)) Egypt. Narmer 
(Nahor) won the victory, executed ten of the fallen and secured 
the Nile exclusively for the Hamites. Canaanite Palestine and 
Centum Indo-European Europe eventually resulted from his 
victory. [Origins of Canaan, Palestine and West Semitics; And, Centum 
Aryans, Indo European Europe, from loss of Battle of Metelis, Nile Delta.] 


European Centum Aryans of Canaan and the Shem- 
Teutates Panel 

The Battle of Teutates follows Metelis: The migration of the 
Centum Aryans can be elaborated further by drawing on the 
Teutates panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. Teutates is the Gallic 
version of Shem. The Celts who crafted the Caldron were a major 
portion of the Centum Aryan stock, destined to inhabit Gaul. 
Students of Celtic origins have suggested that they originated in 
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North Africa. Our analysis of the Battle of Metelis places them in 
or near Upper (South)) Egypt along with other Centum Aryans. 
Like Narmer (Nahor)’s depiction of the Battle of Metelis, the 
Teutates panel is a formalized scene of battle. The best evidence 
is that the battle depicted in it occurred in the aftermath of the 
Battle of Metelis. Narmer (Nahor)’s act of slaying ten of the 
enemy leaders at Metelis placed the patriarch Japheth in a 
difficult position. Japheth had been an enemy of the Hamites 
from the time that Ham stripped him of the “Hamite” stock. He 
and his vassals became Pyramid pharaohs later in the 22nd 
century. Four of the victims at Metelis were the four primary 
sons of Ham; and two others were their brothers. So the 
Akkadian Narmer (Nahor) seemed to be acting in accordance 
with Japheth’s original cause against the Hamite “Titans” at 
Aratta. Unfortunately the remaining four victims were Japheth’s 
secondary vassals, the Javanites of Genesis 10:4. This political 
inconsistency arose from the conflict between Upper (South)) 
Egypt dominated ideologically by Japheth (Atum Re) and Lower 
(North) Egypt, the base of operations by Menes and Narmer 
(Nahor). Narmer (Nahor) slew the Javanites to put an end to the 
predynastic regime that they embodied. 

Hamite- Titans 

Manishtusu-Menes-Serug &Narmer (Nahor)-Naram Sin-Nahor end Pre- 
Dynastic Egypt. 

Shem’s Teutates battle follows after Metelis - Nile Delta battle. 

Japheth exerted an influence over the Celtic division of the 
Centum Aryan stock revealed in the elaborately detailed claim by 
Christian Gaels of descent from Japheth’s second son Magog. In 
addition the ancient name of Wales, Cymru, reflects Japheth’s 
son Gomer; and the Iverni of Ireland take their name from 
Gomer’s son Javan in the Gutian form of the name Ibranum, 
Welsh Bran son of Llyr-Gomer. The ruthless behavior of Narmer 
(Nahor) finally alienated Japheth from the Mesopotamian 
establishment and set the stage for the Battle of Teutates 
depicted in the panel. Teutates was the Gallic version of 
Japheth’s antediluvian brother and ancient ally Shem. 

The panel shows the oversized figure of Teutates at the left 
dunking a human sacrificial victim into a vat. Human sacrifices to 
propitiate the gods on the eve of battle are familiar to readers of 
Agamemnon’s sacrifice of his daughter Iphigenia on the eve of 
the Greek invasion of Troy. Human sacrifice of enemies became a 
major practice of the Mayan and Aztec descendents of the 
Amerindian stock, who were defeated at the Battle of Metelis. In 
addition to the figure of Teutates the rest of the panel is in two 
horizontal registers. In the top register four mounted horsemen 
pursue a fleeing serpent toward the right, the same direction that 
Teutates is facing. In the lower register seven infantrymen and 
three trumpeters march to the left where they are met by a wolf 
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or dog, leaping at them to oppose their march. 
[Gundestrup Caldron was constructed by Thracian silver-smiths. ] 


Teutates Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron 


The source of the image is www.maravot.com/gundestrup_ rebirth.gif. 
The image was copied on 122506 after being located with the Google 
entry “Gundestrup Caldron” and “Images.” [see book, 59-60 & Celtic 
legend of hero Cu Chulain] 


Equasion of the Celtic CuChulainu: In former readings of the 
panel, I erred by assuming that the opposite directions taken by 
the cavalry and infantry meant that they represent enemies. On 
the contrary, the enemy is represented by the fleeing serpent and 
leaping wolf. The opposed directions of the figures in the two 
registers serve only to underscore the difference between cavalry 
and infantry in the army of the Centum Aryans. The identity of 
the large figure at the left as Teutates has been determined by 
scholars mindful of the theme of human sacrifice associated with 
this god. An alternative view is that Teutates is baptizing a 
warrior to prepare him to fight. 

The Four Horsemen: Identities of the four horsemen can 
be determined from the insignias on their helmets and by the 
assumption that three of them belong to the Gallic tetrad headed 
by Teutates. There is also a clear attempt to categorize the 
marching figures in the lower register by facial and therefore 
racial type. The infantrymen carrying shields display exaggerated 
facial concavity at their mouths in profile as do the troops in the 


51 


Lagashite Stele of the Vultures in Sumer. At Lagash this physical 
trait represents the genetic influence of Mahadevi through her 
son Heth, Lagashite Ur-Nanshe. In the Celtic artifact, the six are 
followed by a figure without a shield and distinguished by the 
same insignia of a boar as one of the horsemen above. The three 
trumpeters at the end of the row are depicted with convex faces 
like Negroes or Asians, the races of Adam and Seth. The facial 
contrast between these and the six infantrymen seems to be 
emphasized. 

The infantry total seven. These and the three trumpeters are 
the balance of Japheth’s fourteen vassals after the deaths of the 
four Javanites four years earlier. The boar insignia, as we will 
see, identifies the figure without a shield as Tubal-Eber. The 
Same person also appears in the upper register as the rider with 
an identical boar insignia. There he takes on his character as 
Eber, father of the riders Peleg-Cernunnus and Joktan-Esus. In 
this respect the panel graphically illustrates the principle of 
feudal duplications by picturing the man as Tubal among 
Japheth’s vassals on foot and as Shem-Teutates’ vassal Elam with 
his sons Peleg-Lud and Joktan-Aram on horseback. In Aryan 
tradition, Eber’s chief identity is as the Persian hero Mithras, 
slayer of the bull symbolic of Nahor’s hated Akkadian Empire, 
adversaries of the force described in the Teutates panel. 

Peleg and Medai’s Kurds and Medes: In short the seven 
infantry reconstitute the seven Erechite heroes who accompanied 
Lugalbanda-Shelah in the conquest of Aratta 124 years earlier. 
All seven heroes have survived those years as able-bodied 
warriors even though one of them, Madai, will now die in battle 
along with Peleg-Cernunnus of the upper register. Adversaries in 
2302, Peleg and Madai die as allies in 2178, leaving their families 
to settle east of Padan-Aram as Kurds and Medes respectively. 

The racial distinctiveness of the three trumpeters in the rear 
suggests their identities. An analysis of the Harappan civilization 
of India below will affirm that colonists of the Indus were led by 
Noah’s postdiluvian sons, the three vassals of Gomer in Genesis 
10:3: Ashkenaz, Riphath and Togarmah. As sons of Noah, all 
three men were Asian in the male line; and one of them Riphath 
was Noah’s son by black Kali and patriarch of the Dravidians. It 
makes sense that these three would rally to the cause of Gomer’s 
father Japheth in reaction against Narmer (Nahor)’s murder of 
the vassals of Javan. 

Eber, the Boar (Bor in German means ‘boar’), Father of 
Odin-Joktan: he insignia worn by one of the horsemen and the 
figure intervening between the infantry and trumpeters is 
identical to the ones shown as boars in Noah’s Gundestrup panel 
of the Boar-Holding Men. Ole Klindt-Jensen’s Gundestrupkedelen 
published by the Danish National Museum in 1961 refers to the 
insignia of the Teutates panel as a “svinefigur.” The bristles on 
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its back make that plain enough. The image of a boar calls to 
mind the patriarch Eber (Japheth’s vassal Tubal) for several 
reasons. If we ignore Hebrew and read the name Eber as 
“foreign”, the four letters of the name spell out the German word 
for a boar. At the head of the Eddic pantheon of the Teutons, 
Odin (JJjoktan) is the son of Bor son of Buri, identifying Eber with 
the name Bor, equivalent to our English (West Teutonic) word 
“boar.” The important Phrygian version of Eber, Atys, is said to 
have been slain by a boar. 

Re-assembly of the Erechite heroes makes the panel almost 
look like a third depiction of the Uruk-Aratta war together with 
the Medb and Taranis panels; but the political situation is 
entirely different. The seven vassals of Japheth have gathered 
under the leadership of Shem rather than Shelah and find 
themselves in an alliance with their old adversary Peleg as well 
as Joktan-Meskiaggasher of Uruk. In effect Shelah and Peleg 
have switched places. After becoming Shem’s vassal Arphaxad II, 
Shelah has now rebelled against him and is attempting to carve 
out a nation for himself at Padan-Aram to make good on his 
Ugaritic character as Tr I] of the two rivers. As a result of his 
defeat and the Japhethite victory, the Hurrians of Magog will 
inherit Padan-Aram at the Khabur River. On the eve of battle 
Peleg now serves Shem as his loyal vassal Lud and, despite 
dying, will leave his descendants in the northwest and north as 
Phrygians, Lydians and Kurds. 

Eber was Negroid: Because Eber is not a member of the 
Gallic tetrad, he is logically the odd man out among the four 
horsemen. The Celtic craftsman makes no attempt to portray 
Eber as Negroid as I believe he was. Along with Teutates and 
Taranis, Eber’s sons Peleg and Joktan appear in the Gallic tetrad 
as Cernunnus and Esus, just as they do in the Eddic pantheon 
along with Thor-Shem as Frey and Odin. The insignia of one of 
the horsemen is a pair of horns identifying him as Peleg- 
Cernunnus, the “Horned One.” Another displays an interrupted 
circle with a vertical element within it suggesting the spoke of a 
wheel, the attribute of Taranis, identifying the figure as Arphaxad 
I-Taranis, another member of the Gallic tetrad. Process of 
elimination identifies the horseman leading the attack as Esus- 
Joktan, the fourth member of the tetrad and chief of the Eddic 
pantheon Odin. His insignia is a bird, sign of the Semitic 
linguistic stock including Joktan’s South Semitic Arabs, the beni- 
Khitan. 

Trailing this first horseman is the Eber figure, then 
Cernunnus and finally Taranis directly in front of Teutates. The 
five figures would be arranged in order of seniority left to right if 
the positions of Cernunnus and Eber were reversed. The 
formality of the design, established by the insignias, suggests 
that the sequence carries a symbolic value although it also 
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imitates cavalry with a moderate degree of realism. Before 
interpreting the sequence, it is essential to suggest whether this 
battle was any more successful for the anti-Akkadian cause than 
the Battle of Metelis had been. That question is closely related to 
the issue of whether to follow scholarly tradition in assuming that 
Centum Aryan nations migrated to their historic homelands from 
a common point in White Russia or colonized Europe by sea in a 
clockwise process beginning with Greece. The White Russian 
premise has been partly explained away by our suggestion that 
the northern, landlocked character of the Aryan basal vocabulary 
derived from antediluvian times. Maps showing arrows from 
northeastern Europe to Greece, Italy, Gaul and Germany can now 
be questioned. If those arrows are richly supported by continuous 
trails of mute archeological evidence, we would have to accept 
the White Russian theory. But I find no suggestion in Baugh’s 
summary that such trails exist. If they did, there would be no 
need to argue from the character of the basal vocabulary. Still 
the possibility of such archeological evidence causes me to 
hesitate to carry the Centum Aryan stock directly from Egypt, 
Syria and Crete to the individual European lands. On the 
contrary, it remains conceivable that the Akkadian Upper Sea 
fleet carried the Centum Aryans en masse to the Baltic. 

This choice between two dispersion models is a crux of 
Noahic study because of the role played by the White Russian 
concept in breaking down faith in biblical monogenesis. The 
question can now be referred to whether the Centum Aryans 
succeeded or failed in a war against leaders of Egyptian Dynasty 
I. If they were defeated as the Amerindians were at Metelis, 
White Russia makes sense as a remote, punitive target of exile 
imposed on them by the victorious Akkadians. If the Aryans won 
the battle, Europe can be viewed as the coveted spoils of victory, 
halting the Egyptian plan to colonize the continent for 
themselves. 

Centum Aryan “Teutates” Victory - Solution to the 
“White Russian” Theory: We can begin to decide the question 
by observing that the Teutates panel makes more sense as a 
Celtic celebration of victory than as an objective historical record 
of defeat. The fleeing serpent clearly implies victory. That does 
not mean, however, that White Russia (or the Baltic region 
generally) did not play a role in European origins. Baugh 
observes that there is a considerable resemblance at some point 
between ancient Greek and modern Lithuanian. Using the 
sequence of the Teutates five as a guide, we can construct a 
hypothetical migration model that accounts for that observation 
as well as suggesting that the historic Centum lands were 
colonized in clockwise order analogous to the system of the “five 
rivers of Hades.” The European continent appears to be about 
twice the size of the Arabian Peninsula. Europe, like Arabia, can 
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be viewed as encircled by five major bodies of water if the 
eastern and western Mediterranean are counted as two, the east 
defined by association with the Aegean to the east of Greece and 
the west by the Tyrrhenian Sea to the west of Italy. The Adriatic 
marks the dividing line between the two. To these two halves of 
the Mediterranean, we can add the Atlantic Ocean, North Sea 
and Baltic Sea, making up the total of five. Interestingly the 
Gundestrup Caldron is housed in Denmark dividing the North 
Sea from the Baltic. In comparing this European process with the 
Arabian, we notice the difference that the Strait of Gibralter 
divides the second unit from the third; whereas the Strait of 
Hormuz divides the first from the second in Arabia. 

An analysis of the battle depicted in the Teutates panel 
suggests that the enemy came from the east rather than the 
Egyptian southwest and represented the bedrock of the Akkadian 
Empire at a time when Nimrod-Sargon had taken up his identity 
as Asshur of Genesis 10:22. The third member of that list, 
Arphaxad II, was a version of Shelah-Marduk, the great god of 
the Akkadian and Assyrian East Semites. He and Asshur-Nimrod 
were attempting to establish a third nation of the geographic arc 
correlative to 10:22, beginning in Elam and ending in Lydia to 
the west. If these East Semites had won the Battle of Teutates, 
they would have established Arphaxad II’s nation on the Upper 
Euphrates as complement to Assyria on the Upper Tigris and 
would have pushed the fourth nation, the Aramaeans, out of Syria 
into Cappadocia and Anatolia. Instead they lost to the force 
described in the Teutates panel. No such nation of Arphaxad II 
was ever established; the Aramaeans of Joktan-Aram— Gallic 
Esus— took root in West Semitic Syria; and the people of his 
brother Peleg-Lud-Cernunnus took root in Ludu of Assyrian times 
— Lydia of Hellenic tradition. 

It is probable that the Gallic name Teutates is cognate with 
Greek Zeus. Both names refer to Shem. Euhemerus’ claim to 
discover inscriptions by Zeus and Cronus in Crete suggests that 
the figure of Teutates in the rear of the four horsemen is aligned 
to the first step in a process beginning with a voyage from 
Phoenicia (Lebanon) to Greece. This approach from the rear of 
the row places Taranis-Arphaxad I in Italy where he should be 
located for several reasons. Arphaxad I is clearly the Italic god 
Saturnus, ancestor of the Latins. The name derives from 
Arphaxad’s Joktanite name Hadoram though the same Latin 
replacement of “s” for “h” as in “super” for Greek “hyper,” 
“serpens” for Greek “herps” and other such cognates. Another 
version of the same patriarchal god is the Sicilan Adranus. The 
Italic name Turnus is no doubt cognate with Celtic Taranis 
through loss of the first syllable suggested by the decay of the 
opening consonant in Adranus. Saturnus’ Italy correlates with 
the western Mediterranean, the second step in the process 
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marked in the panel by the second figure from the left. 

Peleg’s Aryans in Gaul: Despite evidence that Peleg died in 
the Battle of Teutates in 2178, his representatives planted his 
share of the Centum Aryan stock in the third region Gaul, on the 
Atlantic coast, analogous to the Arabian Sea coast of the Arabian 
system. The Celts made more of Peleg than did any of other of 
the Centum Aryan nations. Aside from “King Fergus,” they reveal 
in the Cernunnus panel of the Caldron that Peleg ruled the world 
from Mesopotamia in the First Kish era. The Teutons make less 
of Peleg-Frey than of Joktan-Odin. Greek versions of Peleg are 
the obscure Phrixus, pejorative Prometheus and _ crippled 
Olympian Hephaestus. * 

[(*) ADDED: “NASREN” Circassian, NART Sagas, Caucasus Mt’s. Nasren is 
defender of Narts v. thunder god Paqua (Hellenic Zeus), thief of Narts fire. He 
was rescued by Pataraz. Paqua tells Nasren: “ I shall bind you to the highest 
peak, and hold you prisoner until you die."] 

Eber and Joktan complete the system at its spearhead. Both 
patriarchs belong to the Teutonic tradition as Bor and Odin at the 
head of their pantheon. Significantly Eber does not belong to the 
Gallic tetrad; and Odin’s father Bor is nothing but a name. This 
name Bor suggests the Balto-Slavic Borusci (Prussians), who 
belong with other Slavs to the Satem division of the Indo- 
European stock. Throughout Centum Aryan tradition, Eber is a 
comparatively obscure figure, appearing among the Hellenes as 
shadowy Athamas and, peripherally, as the Phrygian god Atys. 
The implication is that Eber was relatively unknown to the 
Centum group and possibly viewed as an alien because of his 
Negroid character. Eber is consistently associated with the 
Satem group in Iran and as colonist of the Slavic Baltic Coast, 
probably at the Gulf of Finland. His Satem Aryan name is Mitra 
(Hellenized Mithras). According to the Genesis 11 genealogy, 
Eber outlived all the other Noahic princes whose death dates can 
be computed. His Negro blood gave him the strength of Adam 
and he did not die until 1987 BCE. 


[NOTES: 

CENTUM ARYANS SATEM ARYANS 

Gauls, Celts, Gailic, Hellenes, Iran, Baltic Slavs, Teutons, 
Peleg-Frey Prussians, Eber-Bor, Joktan- 
Odin 

(Eber is obscure) (Eber is Prominent) ] 


The Semitic “Bird” Symbol Insignia distinguishing Joktan 
in the Teutates panel can be easily explained. Defined by an 
original devotion to the air god Enlil-Elohim, the Semites are 
aptly symbolized by a bird, a creature of the air. In the Sumerian 
Myth of Zu, detailing the struggle between Nimrod and Shem 
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over the Enlilship, Shem is identified as the bird Zu or Anzu. 
Joktan is the only one of the four horsemen to be represented by 
major Semitic peoples, the Aramaeans of Syria and South Semtic 
Arabs. In Genesis 10:22, where Joktan is named Aram, Eber 
appears as Elam, whose Elamites did not speak Semitic. The 
Same non-semitic orientation applies to Peleg-Cernunnus, who 
appears in 10:22 as Lud. The corresponding Lydians were Indo- 
European speakers. Arphaxad I-Taranis is distinct from Arphaxad 
II of 10:22. Arphaxad II is the Shemite name of Shelah-Marduk, 
father of the Semitic Akkadians. Arphaxad I fails to appear in 
10:22 and is represented only in a remote sense by the Hebrews 
of Israel. The original Hebrew homeland was Padan-Aram, the 


land referred to in Arphaxad’s Taranis panel. 

[NOTES: God Shutu. Bird, An, Apkallu, Patriarch of Amorites,. Myth of 
Adapa and the South Wind. Adapa-Adamu, Amorite name of Riphath- 
Seba, Semitic Shutu, South Wind (Joktan or Cush?)- Semitic Ethiopian 
Arabian.] 


Bird Symbol = Semitic Language Stock: Another 
example of the bird symbol appears in Fig. 21 of Waddell’s 
Makers of Civilization in Race and History— a transcription of a 
Mesopotamian cylinder seal showing an episode of the Myth of 
Adapa where the ritual sinner is brought to trial for humiliating 
Shutu, god of the south wind. Waddell refers to Adapa as Adamu, 
the Amorite name of the Riphath-Seba, a Semitic version of 
Adapa. This Adamu-Adapa is shown as a figure with the upper 
body, head and arms of a man but with the lower body, feet and 
tail of a bird. Seba-Adamu was identified with the Semitic 
linguistic stock as physical patriarch of the Amorites, whom he 
ruled as King Adamu. This mythological image serves to confirm 
the symbolic value of a bird as representive of the Enlilship 
transferable to Aramaean Joktan as the bird insignia of the panel. 
Before proceeding with the migrations of the Centum Aryans, we 
should consider the meaning of the Myth of Adapa to expand the 
context to which the Battle of Teutates belonged. 

The name Shutu could refer either to Joktan or Cush. These 
two patriarchs took command of two divisions of the South 
Semitic linguistic division as pictured as two elephants of the 
Medb panel among the forces assaulting Aratta before their 
migration to the south. Cush contolled the Ethiopian Semites; 


and Joktan, the Arabs. [Notes: Seba-Riphath, Adapa, Adamu, Osiris- 
Asir, Shiva, Dionysus, - enemy of the Akkadian empire.] 


Riphath-Seba verses Akkadian Empire: Riphath-Seba, 
Ashkenaz, Togarmah colonize the Americas. Adapa’s 
sin was breaking the wing of the south wind Shutu in retaliation 
for Shutu’s having swamped his boat at sea. This interaction of 
Seba with a figure associated with the south and having both a 
wing like a bird and the wind attribute of the Semitic Enlilship 
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(Enlil being “Lord Wind” in Sumerian) suggests a broken oath of 
fealty between Seba and his lord Cush in Genesis 10:7. Given 
high mythological prominence, this sin must have loomed large in 
the theocratic history of the Noahic world. Its salient points 
suggest that it is the rebellion just described: a breakdown in the 
Arabian system causing Centum Aryans, west Semites and 
Amerindians to abandon their appointed locations and 
destinations. As Osiris-Asir of the Egyptians, Shiva of the Satem 
Aryans, Adapa-Adamu of the Sumero-Akkadians and Dionysus of 
the Hellenes, this ritual sinner was at the center of Noahic power 
politics at the time of the rebellion. We have identified him as 
Riphath as one of the trumpeters in Teutates’ army; and an 
analysis of the Narmer (Nahor) Palette in Chapter Five will 
identify him as one of the two fugitives depicted at the bottom of 
the reverse side of that artifact. 

Thus Riphath-Seba was deeply involved in the Battle of 
Metelis in 2181 as well as Teutates’ battle three years later. In 
both cases he figures as an enemy of the Akkadian regime, hence 
his portrayal in Sumero-Akkadian tradition as a sinner. The 
implication is that he acted as an agent in triggering the 
rebellion. “Breaking the wing of the south wind” means 
separating West Semites from South Semites at the Gulf of Aden 
in the southernmost part of the Arabian system. It follows 
logically that the other two vassals of Gomer undertook the same 
task, Ashkenaz as Yarilo among the Aryans and Togarmah, 
Mahadevi’s son, among the Amerindians in Hejaz. Despite being 
conquered by Narmer (Nahor) at Metelis, these three survived to 
play vital roles in colonizing the Americas after their victory in 
the Battle of Teutates. It took them only three years to join Shem, 
Arphaxad I, Peleg, Joktan and their fellow-vassals of Japheth and 
to defeat their Akkadian enemies near Carchemish. 

The Gallic name Esus applied to Joktan can be matched to 
Theseus, one of the three major Greek heroes together with 
Herakles and Perseus. All three Hellenic heroes belong to the 
upper register of the Teutates panel. Herakles is the heroic 
version of Shem, distinct from his Olympian version Zeus, who is 
called Herakles’ father. Herakles’ sons Hyllus and Agathyrsus 
match two of Shem’s sons Hul and Gether, appearing as vassals 
of Joktan-Aram in Genesis 10:23. Shem’s Teutonic version Thor is 
the father of Hullr and Madhe, the Teutonic names of Hul and 
Mash in the same verse. The interplay between Shem and Joktan- 
Aram is particularly intense, not only because Shem’s sons 
appear as Aram’s vassals in 10:23 but because the entire body of 
seventeen names in the Shemite section below 10:22 are vassals 
of Joktan, either as Aram or Joktan. As Theseus Joktan-Esus 
stands beside Shem-Herakles among the Greek heroes. The same 
logic identifies Perseus, the slayer of Medusa, with Eber of the 
Teutates panel. The name Perseus calls to mind the Persians 
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living immediately to the southeast of Eber’s Elam in later times. 
Thus the heroes of the Teutates panel, responsible for victory in 
the Battle of Teutates, are reckoned heroes among the Greeks at 
the first point of the Centum Aryan colonization of Europe. In 
that sense Hellenic tradition echoes the Celtic. 

According to information supplied by Genesis 11:24-25, 
Peleg died in 2178, just three years after the Battle of Metelis. 
Because an unusually sharp drop in longevity occurs with Peleg, 
the implication is that he died in the Battle of Teutates, dating 
that even in 2178. Beyond that date we can ask whether the 
Centum Aryans succeeded in imposing an isochronic scheme on 
their colonization of Europe. The next Noahic epoch came twenty 
years later in 2158. The correct isochronic solution must pay 
heed to the dates of reigns established for the surviving 
patriarchs back in Mesopotamia, who could not be in Europe and 
the Middle East at the same time. Shem, for example, played a 
role as Melchizedek in West Semitic Palestine after 2150. The 
most workable isochronic process in this case covers the twenty 
years from 2178 to 2158 in four-year units as follows: 


1) Hellenes on the Lower Danube under Shem as Teutates-Zeus. 
2178-2174 

2) Italics on the Upper Danube under Arphaxad I as Taranis- 
Sarurnus. 

2174-2170 

3) Celts on the Upper Rhine under representatives of Peleg- 
Cernunnus. 

2170- 2166 

4) Teutons on the Lower Rhine under Joktan as Esus-Odin. 
2166-2162 


These dates can be checked against our chronology of 
Mesopotamia or Egypt between 2178 and 2158 to make certain 
that the participants in the hypothetical colonization process 
were not active elsewhere. Shem reigned as Puzur-ili of Fourth 
Uruk between 2169 and 2164. The period assigned to him in 
Crete or Greece ended in 2174, allowing him five years to return 
from the Aegean to Mesopotamia by 2169. His son Arphaxad I 
reigned as his successor Ur-Utu of the same Fourth Uruk dynasty 
between 2164 and 2158. His period in Italy ended in 2170, 
allowing six years for a return to Mesopotamia by 2164. Thus the 
colonizing roles of these patriarchs as Teutates and Taranis are 
neatly staggered against their reigns in Fourth Uruk. 

Although Tubal-Eber participated in the Battle of Teutates 
and left his mark on the Teutates panel, he fails to make a fifth in 
the Gallic tetrad despite participating in the colonization of Celtic 
Western Europe in 2162 during his extended reign as the 
Amorite King Nuabu in Tidnum. He left his name on the Borusci 
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(Prussians) of the Balto-Slavic stock; but that stock reached 
Sarmatia from the east via Ashkenaz’ Siberian expedition as well 
as an earlier expedition led by the sons of Shem. Eber’s Negroid 
blood may have kept him out of Northern Europe. To my 
knowledge the northernmost of the Negroid peoples was the 
ancient Colchians at the east end of the Black Sea. The Balto- 
Slavic tradition seems to express hostility to blacks in its concept 
of Chernobog, the “Black God,” as evil and opposed to the white 
god Byelobog. 


Harappan Civilization 
[NOTES: Centum Aryans hatred of the black Sentum Harappans. Harappans, 
= Dravidians = Tamils. The Y-DNA Haplogroups “H”-”M”: Koraga, Koya, Gonds 
Dravidian & Tamil = 87.9%-38% “H” Haplogroup. 
Hap. Hla, South Asia: H-M69 is common among populations of India, Sri Lanka, 
and Nepal, with lower frequency in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The highest 
frequencies of H-M69 are in India, especially in southern India at (32.9%), and 
H-M52 among Kalash (20.5%) in Pakistan. Haplogroup H is typically found 
among Dravidian populations in the Indian subcontinent, especially in South 
India and Sri Lanka. In Europe it is found almost exclusively among the Gypsies 
(Romani), who belong predominantly (between 15% and 50%) to the H1a (M82) 
subclade of Indian origin. The most ancientt samples H1lal found so far are 
from Gogdara and Barikot Swat valley, N. Pakistan, a short distance north of 
Islamabad.. 
To complete a picture of the world in the time of the Arabian 
dispersion process and its aftermath in Africa and Europe, we 
must bring in the Harappan civilization of the Indus Valley. The 
1981 Rand McNally Atlas of World History displays a map 
showing three centers of early civilization as more or less 
contemporary and supposedly indigenous and unrelated in origin. 
The map shows the Egyptian Old Kingdom, “Early Dynastic 
Sumeria” and the “Indus Valley or Harappan Civilization.” Given 
the standard (and in my mind discredited) high chronology of 
these establishments, the Sumerian civilization is supposed to 
have evolved between 3500 and 3000, the Egyptian from about 
3000 and the Harappan from about 2500. These dates all rest 
chiefly on the foundation of mute archaeology and an 
evolutionary and polygenetic concept of human origins. There is 
no trace of any sort of biblical insight. The one valid theme is that 
Noahic princes must have built the Harappan civilization in India. 
The atlas summarizes the distinctive characteristics of this 
civilization: The nature of the leadership is not clear, but the 
cities were carefully planned on a grid system (quite unlike the 
Sumerian and Egyptian cities) with artisans’ quarters and 
residential areas, well provided with drains and fresh water 
supplies, and with massively defended citadels containing public 
buildings. (15) 

As a matter of evident policy the atlas ignores both race and 
language. In that sense mute archeology has dictated worldview 
as is typical of the mindset in the anti-Nazi modern world. The 
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reservation about the nature of leadership, if pressed, almost 
removes the Harappans from a study titled Kingship at Its 
Source. The secular world is now sworn to a principle of 
anonymity of origins in order to keep the Bible in a state of 
scholarly suppression. Therefore, India in this period poses a 
challenge to our concept of monogenesis, based as it is on the 
study of the names and arrangements of rulers and gods. 

The inhabitants of the Indus Valley must have derived from an 
integral and substantial part of the Noahic world. My one 
tangible generalization about this eastern community is racial. It 
consisted primarily of the ancestors of the black Dravidians 
(Tamils) of modern India and Sri Lanka. The Dravidians 
descended from Noah’s black postdiluvian son Riphath, the Ibate 
of the Gutians, the Daramulum of the native Australians, and 
Olifat (1) of the Micronesians. The name is probably the source of 
“Ribadda,” a much later king of Gebel (Byblos) on the Syrian 
coast. We have placed Riphath among the trumpeters of the 


Teutates panel. His various names suggest that the Harappans 
derived from the larger body of Austronesians and that they 
broke away from the others to replace the Centum Aryans as 
colonists of India. 

(1) OLIFAT: Also called Yelafath, Orofat, Iolofath or Wolphat. 

EDITOR: NOTES: 

“The Harappans were a mixture of Zagros agriculturists and First 
Indians, a wave of migrants who came from Africa into Arabia and 
then reached India...large migrations of anatomically modern humans 
into India—of agriculturalists from Iran... Various tribes like the 
Andamanese and the Semang (Malay Peninsula), the Mani 
(Thailand) and the Aeta people (the Philippines) were the 
earliest inhabitants of Southeast Asia...Proto-Dravidian is related 
to the Elamitic language of Iran.” See, Tony Joseph “Early Indians: 
The Story of Our Ancestors and Where We Came From, 2018”. Tony is 
refering to the Old and Middle Elamite,in the undeciphered proto- 
Elamite, and the Linear Elamite scripts. Theories as to the language: 
Elamite is regarded by the vast majority of linguists as a language 
isolate, as it has no demonstrable relationship to the neighbouring 
Semitic languages, Indo-European languages, or to Sumerian, ... An 
Elamo-Dravidian family connecting Elamite with the Dravidian 
languages of India was suggested by Igor M. Diakonoff and later 
defended by David McAlpin, "Toward Proto-Elamo-Dravidian", 

Language vol. 50 no. 1 (1974); David McAlpin: "Elamite and Dravidian, 
Further Evidence of Relationships", Current Anthropology vol. 16 no. 1 
(1975) https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elamite language 

As to the people and their language: “... we haven’t managed to 
decipher it yet. So, we don’t know who they were, where they came 
from, what language they spoke, what kind of social organisation or 
rulers they had, or even what their names were. Perhaps the only thing 
we know about their identity is that their trading partners in West Asia 
referred to their land as “Meluhha.” There has been no shortage of 
informed and uninformed guesses about their identity, though. Some 
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have argued that they were speakers of a_ proto-Dravidian 
language (the predecessor of Tamil, Telugu, Kannada, 
Malayalam, and others). Some say that they were the ancestors of 
today’s Munda tribals. And some believe that they were Vedic Aryans 
who spoke Sanskrit or proto-Sanskrit (a language that belongs to the 
Indo-European family which includes English, Persian, German, Italian, 
and so on). But nobody has ever had enough evidence to settle the issue 
one way or the other, and so the debate has raged on endlessly and 
often bitterly. -- See, Who built the Indus Valley civilisation? By Tony 
oseph. 

elu: Rawal: halts pin niawiaiaes Hawa Wheabual eects: 
valley-civilisation/article22261315.ece ] 

The separate existence of such a group reflected _in its 
distinctive urban design is consistent with our knowledge that 
Riphath’s father Noah was cut off from the main political process 
of his offspring in the aftermath of the sin of Ham. In the Epic of 
Gilgamesh he becomes Ziusudra the Faraway, with a story 
cognate with the biblical account of Noah’s Flood but without a 
definable place in the Sumerian or Egyptian dynasties at least in 
the period covered by the epic. Because we assume that Riphath 
and his brothers Ashkenaz and Togarmah (Genesis 10:3) 
remained together at the Battle of Teutates in 2178, we might 
conclude that they had already functioned together in building 
the Harappan civilization. The three sometimes appear in the 
Sumerian King List but only in a peripheral way. Yet their 
character as sons of Noah begotten in the earliest years after the 
Flood gives them high genetic importance. Their children must 
have expanded into a massive population comparable to the one 
available to the Egyptians. 

The challenge is to fit such a populace into the defined set of 
protoplasts or else to exclude them as “Dravidian outcastes,” 
known as such to the Sumerians long before the Gangetic Aryans 
viewed them as such. According to our analysis, Noah’s original 
protoplast was the Ural-Altaics. A longstanding problem has been 
how the Ural-Altaics relate to the triad of Genesis 10:3 and how 
the Dravidians related, if at all, to the Ural-Altaics. The answer 
lies in interpreting Noah’s three postdiluvian sons as heads of the 
three protoplasts assigned to the “River Cocytus” at Hadramaut 
on the coast of the Arabian Sea. 

The names “Dravidian,” Tamil, Daramulum and _ Olifat all 
associate Noah’s black son Riphath with the Austronesians. 
Whatever the Dravidian language, the Harappan civilization 
existed in some relation to the dispersion of the Austronesian 
peoples across the Indian Ocean into the Pacific. (*) The 
Dravidians bore the same relationship to Austronesians that the 
Centum Aryan Tocharians bore to Ural-Altaics and_ that 
Ashkenaz, with a Persian name, bore to Sino-Tibetans, who had 
originally inhabited Persia proper. Bull El’s three sons 
inherited the evacuated lands of Subaria, Elam and Persia; 
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but the three postdiluvian sons of Noah somehow governed or 
otherwise guided the protoplasts who left those lands behind. 
[NOTES: Beside the Dravidian theory; if we take the Austronesian origin of 
the Harappan people, we may have some proof of this by comparing the Indus 
valley script with the Rapa Nui Rongo-Rongo script of Easter Island.] 


We can carry this recognition of triads a step further by 
associating the three civilizations of the Rand McNally atlas with 
the three antediluvian sons of Noah. The Bible refers to Egypt as 
the “land of Ham” no matter how deeply Japheth was involved in 
the origin of the Hamitic linguistic stock. Some scholars have 
suggested that the name “Sumer” is cognate with “Shem”; and 
all three postdiluvian sons of Noah became vassals of Gomer, 
Japheth’s firstborn. Since Japheth sent Javan and his four vassals 
west to colonize the Eastern Mediterranean, it makes sense that 
he sent Javan’s father Gomer east to colonize the Indus Valley in 


the same period of predynastic Egypt. East Indian tradition 
identifies Gomer as Himavan, god of the Himalaya Mountains. 


These names reflect Hellenic and Syrian versions of Gomer, 
Himerus son of Lacedaemon (Japheth) and Gumalum, Gomer as a 
king of Syrian Ebla. 
Ha Ra ppa 
Ha Ra ppath 
A Ra f. at 
Ri ph.ath 
.Orof ath 
. Oliph at 
Ye laf. ath, 
.Iolof. ath 
Wol- phat 


The Rand McNally map shows the zone of Harappan civilization 
extending northeastward up the Indus as far as Rupar at the foot 
of the mountains and along the coast on either side of the Indus 
mouth eastward to Lothal and westward to Sutkagen-dor. 
Mohenjo-daro is the first city up the Indus and Harappa lies 
farther north. Because the patriarch Riphath’s name appears as 
Olifat with an opening vowel, it is conceivable that “Harappa” 
derives from another version of the name once existing as 
“Harapath” or “Arafat.” [See above etymology chart] 


If one function of the Harappan civilization was to act as 
base for the Austronesian dispersion after 2258, the same logic 
applies to Riphath’s fellow vassals, white Ashkenaz and red 
Togarmah. Ashkenaz’ Satem Aryan Scythians, west of the Tarim 
Basin, are to the Ural-Altaics what Togarmah’s Centum Aryan 
Tocharians are to the Chinese, who have documented their 
existence. Chart XXV of the 1490 edition of ancient Ptolemy’s 
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atlas labels the land both north and south of the Himalayas as 
“Sacarum Pars,” that is, the Scythian part of the great mountain 
chain. Ashkenaz, therefore, led the Ural-Altaic protoplast to the 
Far East through some pass of the Himalayas from Harappan 
territory rather than by sea. The same is likely the case with 
Togarmah and the Sino-Tibetans. The Indo-European Armenians 
claim descent from Togarmah and exhibit the “red” character to 
confirm it. The basic “red” traits are aquiline noses and swarthy 
complexion. The location of Armenia east of Ural-Altaic Turkey 
echoes, in effect, the position of China south and west of Ural- 
Altaic Siberia. 


Black Africa 
[NOTES: 
Hebrew African tribes Near East Indian 
Egyptian 
Reu-Nimrod Sagara (Tanzania)Sargon Sagara 
Amun-Re 
Mandja (Zaire) Manishtushu Asa-manja Menes 
Kamba (Kenya) Naram Sin Karamba Narmer 
(Nahor) 


The Sagara (or Sagala) are an ethnic and linguistic group based in Morogoro 
Region, southern Dodoma Region, and parts of Iringa Region in Tanzania. 

In Hindu mythology, Sagara is a prominent king of the Suryavansha dynasty in 
Vidarbha 


A missing element so far is an explanation of the non- 
Kushitic, non-Semitic blacks of Africa. There is reason to believe 
that they played a role in the battle of Metelis on the Akkadian 
side. This mystery is clarified by a set of three tribe names: 
Sagara of Tanzania, Mandja of Zaire and Kamba of Kenya. Not 
particularly noteworthy in themselves, these tribe names tell a 
remarkable story. The names Sagara and Mandja are identical to 
the two rulers of the East Indian solar line of the city of Ayodhya 
singled out by L. A. Waddell as the Aryan names of Sargon and 
Manishtushu, founders of the Akkadian Empire. He treats East 
Indian Ayodhya as an anachronistic rendering of the Akkadian 
capital of Agade from Indian records originally compiled from 
Mesopotamia long before the Satem Aryans came to Gangetic 
India from Anatolia. Also identifying Asa-Manja of Ayodhya with 
Manasyu of the lunar Puru line, he identifies Emperor Naram Sin 
with the lunar king Karamba of the Yadu line. The Indian cult 
center of lunar worship was Mathura. The lunar identity given to 
the Aryan name of Naram Sin is appropriate because he was an 
intense devotee of the cult of the moon god Nanna-Suen at 
Sumerian Ur. The Yadu name Karamba accounts for the 
correlative Kamba tribe of Kenya. Thus three African tribes 
parallel the Aryan names of the three chief emperors of Agade, 
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all of them incorporated into the Egyptian establishment of 
Hamitic northwestern Africa: Sargon-Sagara as the sun god 
Amun Re of Thebes; Manishtushu-Manja, as the first dynastic 
Pharaoh Menes; and Naram Sin-Karamba, as the conquering 
Pharoah Narmer (Nahor), Menes’ successor. 

Black Sargon: Sargon himself was a “man of color,” 
identified in Genesis 11 as Peleg’s son Reu but in Genesis 10:8 as 
the Cushite Nimrod. He was a son of the mulatto Cush by Peleg’s 
sister Pele-Bilika, a daughter of the mulatto Eber. For 
perspective Nimrod was Kali-Bast’s grandson through Cush and 
her great-grandson through Eber and Pele. Some African blacks, 
therefore, figure as the race of Nimrod-Sargon. The Sagara, 
Mandja and Kamba represent the core of “Akkadian Africa” or 
“Nimrod’s Africa.” As we have seen, a pair of east African tribes, 
the Afar and Isa, tell a different, complementary story. Also 
known as Afir, the Afars gave their name to the African continent 
as a label alternative to “Libya” used by the Greeks and Romans. 
The name Afir suggests a variant of the Colchian and Egyptian 
names of Cush’s first vassal Seba, Absyrtus and Asir, the great 
god Osiris-Asir (Indian Shiva) of the Ennead. This suggestion is 
reinforced by the Isa, a form we would expect for Osiris-Asir’ 
sister-wife Isis. The “is” at the end of the names Osiris-Asir and 
Isis_is a suffix added by the ancient Greeks. The Afars are 
Kushitics and Isa regionally associated Nilotics. Because there 
was no rebellion against the Akkadian Empire involved in the 
migration of the Kushitics to the Gulf of Aden and Ethiopia, the 
Afar and Isa presumably lived in harmony with the Akkadian 
establishment of Egyptian Dynasty I. 

Three African Groups: Clusters of isolated tribe names, 
however, do not convey the sort of definition established by the 
large linguistic stocks. Despite a vast array of languages in black 
Africa, these people are classifiable into three groups: the 
Sudanic West Africans, the Bantu of Central and South Africa 
and the Khoisans of South and Southwest Africa (Bushmen and 
Hottentots). This big-picture triad suggests that the Akkadians 
brought into Africa three groups of blacks as replacements for 
the three stocks which rebelled against the Arabian scheme, 
including the Canaanites who were supposed to have colonized 
Africa along with the Kushitics. The Bushmen claim descent from 
an ancestor named Cagn, possibly derived from the Lagashite 
priest Urukagina, a version of Ham’s son Coeus outraged by 
Shem’s destruction of the Lagashite cult of Ningirsu 
(Nimrod) in the years immediately prior to the rise of 
Sargon. If the identification of Cagn with Urukagina holds true, 
the Khoisans are replacements for the Canaanites. 

An article on the Bantu languages in Wilfred Funk’s 
Universal Standard Encyclopedia associates Bantu with Indo- 
European: 
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“This Classification is similar to the gender concord of most Indo- 
European languages (other than English). Many philologists 
believe that gender concord is a remnant of the classification 
system of suffixes in the original language from which the Indo- 
European family is derived.” 


Black Eber in Africa: Thus the Bantus figure as substitutes for 
the rebel Centum Aryans. There is an apparent emphasis on 
black Eber among the West African Sudanics such as the Ebira of 
southern Nigeria and the Ebrie of the west Guinea coast as well 
as Ebore, a sky god of the Nigerian Yoruba. The implication is 
that Sudanics were added by the Akkadian rulers to replace the 
Amerindians who had abandoned both Arabia and eventually 
Libya for the Americas. The position of the Sudanics in West 
Africa may reflect the knowledge that the race which they 
replaced lived far to the west across the Atlantic. In Chapter 
Three we will see that black Africans reached the mouths of the 
Volta and Niger in the same voyage or series of voyages that then 
sent the Amerindians across the Atlantic. 

Although the association of Sudanics with Eber is clearly 
indicated, the Yoruba pantheon suggests, even there, the 
centrality of Nimrod’s Akkadian Empire in general black African 
origins. The chief Yoruba sky god Olorun supplies a name from 
which the Greeks may well have derived one of their three 
versions of Nimrod: Orion the Mighty Hunter. If so one of 
Olorun’s two sons Oduduwa hints at the name of Akkadian 
Emperor Dudu. The other, Obatala, can be matched with any of 
the other emperors, including either Manishtushu or Narmer 
(Nahor); but there is no resemblance of name. One clue is that 
Obatala is a god of the north and Oduduwa of the south. My 
source for the Yoruba pantheon does not indicate a family 
relationship for Ebore. That silence is appropriate because Eber- 
Gilgamesh was an independent Sumerian, not an Akkadian. The 
association is that Eber and Nimrod were half-brothers by the 
Same mother Kali-Bast. The Yoruba god Esu(*) suggests the 
Gallic version of Joktan, Esus, and fits the Sudanic context as 
Eber’s son even though my source does not state that Esu is 
Ebore’s son. Among the North American Muskhogeans proper to 
Joktan-Meshech, Esu appears under the name Esaugetah. The 
identities of Ebore and Esu equate these African deities with the 
two horsemen leading the attack in the Teutates panel. The 
Yoruba pantheon is probably the most significant such grouping 
among the black African traditions. (*) Esu, Eshu - alternate name 
for Eleggua, the messenger for all Orishas; father of Ogboni 

Three more probable identifications in the Yoruba pantheon 
fill out its relationship to events in Africa in the early 22nd 
century. The Yoruba god of fate, Fa, figures as a third West 
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African version of Eber after Ebore and Mbori. As for Obatala 
and Oduduwa, Olorun commissioned the first to create the earth. 
When Obatala failed, the commission went to Oduduwa, who 
succeeded. When we add the northern and southern polarity of 
these two deities, a clear explanation emerges. In Akkadian 
tradition Sargon-Nimrod-Olorun is succeeded by two sons, 
Rimush and Manishtushu. The later of these succeeded in 
conquering Egypt from southern Lower (North) Egypt as Menes. 
The implication is that Rimush had failed to conquer Egypt by 
means of the Upper Sea fleet or by land from the north. The 
conquest of Egypt was conceived as creation of the earth for the 
Same reason that Marduk’s conquest of Aratta was conceived as 
creation of the human race. In the case of the Yoruba tradition, 
the Akkadian conquest of Egypt placed the entire African 
continent in the power of the Empire and its black colonists. That 
conquest served to replace with the three African stocks the lost 
rebel Canaanites, Centum Aryans and Amerindians. 
[NOTES: African stocks replace the three lost rebel stocks: 


Khoisans replace Canaanites 
Bantu replace Centum Aryans 
Sudanic rep[lace Amerindians 


By means of these replacements, the Akkadians sought to patch 
up the effects of the three-nation rebellion by means of placing 
matching families in Africa, which they controlled from Egypt. 
Palestine and Europe were lost to them and, therefore to the 
Mesopotamian establishment representing the last form of 
Noahic world unity. Among the Hamites of Egypt, princes such as 
Japheth and his primary vassals attempted to create an ideal 
order in Dynasty IV as though Egypt were the whole world. They 
sought to achieve that goal through Sidon-Ptah’s penchant for 
propagandistic mythology based on a sincere, if misguided, 
mysticism. The doubtful results of this initiative can be observed 
by comparing the subsequent history of Egypt and Mesopotamia 
with the rest of the world. Polygenetic confusion had come to 
stay. Powerfully civilized people such as the Greeks of the 5th 
century BC could only refer to the rest of the world as 
“barbarians.” Eventually the image of these “barbarians” would 
give Charles Darwin the false but immensely influential notion of 
the subhuman origin of the human race. Another evidence that 
ancestors of the Yorubas memorialized events and personalities 
from the Akkadian Empire lies in Olorun’s followers the Orishas 
(known as Orichas among the transplanted West Africans of the 
Caribbean). This group rebelled against Olorun by asking him to 
abdicate for sixteen years. That term accords with the fifteen 
year reign of Manishtushu, whom Waddell interprets as a rebel 
son (from an East Indian narrative about Asa-Manja and Sagara). 
As I interpret the Akkadian chronology of the Sumerian King List, 
Manishtushu’s fifteen-year reign was grafted into the 56 years 
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shared by Sargon and Naram Sin. 

[NOTES: Ebore = Sumerin Eber 

Orishas followers of Olorun; Akkaadians; Olorun = (Orion)Nimrod 

Obatala = Rimish 

Oduduwa = Manishtushu (Menes) 

Esu = Joktan 

Yemaya = Maia, Maya, Moon goddess, (Havilah) Mahadevi’s Amerindians, 
Mayans 


The Orishas include Obatala and a moon goddess Yemaya, 
whose name recalls the Hellenic name of Mahadevi as mother of 
Ham-Hermes— Maia. Because the Amerindians’' are 
Mahadevi’s offspring, it is safe to assume that the famous 
Mayas of Meso-America derive their name from Maia-Yemaya. 
The popularity of the Orichas of the Caribbean confirms our 
premise that the Sudanics settled in West Africa as deliberate 
replacements from the Amerindians. According to Yoruba myth, 
Olorun granted the Orishas sixteen days after which they were 
subdued and loyal to him from then on. The colonization of black 
Africa will be described more fully in Chapter Three. The purpose 
of stressing colonization processes in these early chapters is to 
establish a framework of ethonological reality to remove the 
standard, polygenetic premise that foreign nations beyond the 
scope of one’s cultural topic are always “out there” waiting to 
discredit monogenesis by swamping it with “mankind in general,” 
the idol of the masses in the form of the masses. 


Fa, Ebore, Mbori - Eber Gilgamesh (m. blk 

Kali-Bast) 

Eshu, Esu -Joktan-Meshech Gallic Esus, (s. of Ebore) 
Muskhogeans Esaugetah 

Olorun -Nimrod (m. blk Kali-Bast) Orion, Sargon, 

Ningursu 

Oduduwa -s.1 Rimush -Akkadian Emperor Dudu, 

Obatala -s.2 Manishtushu, Asa-Manja, - Menes Sagara or 

Narmer (Nahor) 

Yemaya -Maia, Mahadevi, mother of Hermes-Ham 


NOTES: Deirk Lange: CHAPTER SIXTHE BAYAJIDDA LEGEND AND HAUSA 
HISTORY. 

The Hausa palace version of the Bayajidda legend refers to two different 
migrations from the Near East. The first was a movement en masse from 
Canaan and Palestine headed in the beginning by Najib/Nimrod, then by Abdul- 
Dar and finally by several successive queens. This first migration found its 
way—via Egypt and North Africa—through the Sahara to the Central Sudan, 
where under the guidance of Magajiya Daurama the newcomers established the 
city of Daura. 

[14 Ref. In the available palace versions of the legend, a migration from 
Canaan and Palestine preceded the migration from Baghdad (Palmer, Memoirs, 
III, 132; Smith, Daura, 53; Lange, Kingdoms, 289). They indicate the 
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ancestral name of Najib which the court historian Alhasan identifies 
with Nimrod (FN 1997:3), anidentification confirmed by other Hausa 
traditions (see notably Coutumiers juridiques de 1’Afrique Occidentale 
Francaise, vol. III (Paris : Larose, 1939), 268, and Lange, Kingdoms, 209).] 


HAUSA-BAYAJIDDA PALACE VERSION Colonization of C. Sudan. 
CANAAN & Palestine to C Sudan 
1st bt Najib=NIMROD [Lamarudu, son of Kan’an], NIMROD 
[of Akkad and Assyria] | 
and Magajiya Daurama, s. Abdul-Dar 
(established the city of Daura) 
[In the king list of Daura the names of the 45 kings before the 
Fulani Jihad are preceded by the names of seventeen queens, of 
which the first eight are supposed to designate the 


female successors of Abdul-Dar, the son of 
Najib/Nimrod, established in Tsofon Birni near 
Daura and the next nine the first Magajiyas of 

Daura.120] 


| ?? years ?? Gap of successive 17 Queen Mothers, and 45 Kings. 
The 17 Queens: 
1st 8 Queens, successors of Abdul-Dar at Tsofon Birni 
Next 9 Queens, first is Magajiyas 
Next 
1 Bayajidda (Assyrian, Assur-uballit-II, 612-609) 
2 Bawo 


NOTES FROM Dr. LANGE: 
(Shows later intrusion of Israelite invader/migrants out of Assyria. ] 
Very ancient Hausa version of the Bayajidda (Abuyazidu) legend vs Azna 


| 
Bayjidda (Abraham) 
Daura \ PHARAO 


wf1 -------------------- wf2 
(Hausa Invaders) (Azna Natives) 
DYNASTIC AGRARIAN tradition (later white Israelite 
Queen Magajiya, Bagwariya, slave maid of Queen Magajiya 
of Hausaland [Larabawa/Arabs] 
(Sarah) (Hagar) 
| | 
Son-1 (Jacob) Son-2 (Isaac) 

(Israelites) (Ishmaelites) 

BAWO > vs < Karba-gari - ancestor of Azna 

(Issac) (Karap-da-Gari) Azna versions = 


| | (Azna versions ignor the following 7 States) 
s.1 KALKALU [6+6 12Tribes] 


6 sons + Biram Seven Sons (Azna tradition) 
7 Hausa Legitimate States (7 Banza illigetamate States) 
Daura Zamfara 

Katsina Kebbi 

Gobir Nupe 

Kano Gwari 

Zaria Yauri 

Biram Yoruba 

Rano Kwararrafa (JJukun) 


[Has the Bayajidda Legend 
= principle Hausa Versions] 
[Hausa “Palace” Version 
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= most valid version] 

LEGEND has two Migrations: 

1st bt Najib=NIMROD, 

And Magajiya Daurama, 
(established the city of Daura) 
Colony from Canaan, to C. Sudan, 
Via Egypt, N. Afr., Sahara. 
Legend: 

7 Hills/Heaps formed from/after 
Killing “snake” by well at Daura. 
KILLER of the SNAKE of DAURA. 
“Kalkalu” (Zamfara version) 

Cuts snake into 12 pc 

= Babylonian Myth of Creation & 
=Ugaritic Baal Cycle 

=Biblical Creation Account 
Snake = TIAMAT 

Pieces = new parts of the World 
And = 7 or 12 tribes/people 
KILLER of the SNAKE: 

Most versions = Bayajidda (Abuyazida) 
Hause Legend = Bawa Jidda 
Hausa Kings of Kano say = Bawo 
Poss. Comp. “BAWA/BAAL and Ar” 

[Bayajidda’s heroic dragon-killing and his marriage with the queen are 
best understood as mythological feats formerly re-enacted by the Assyrian king, 
which were transposed to Africa in an attempt to bestow historical 
legitimacy on the state founding which was in fact realized by former subject 
groups of Assyria.94] 


[NOTES FROM JOHN PILKEY: 

Notice here the degraded tradition of Tiamot and Kingu, Havilah (Red 
Matriarch) and Peleg, the overthrow of Tiamot and the shedding of blod of Jingu 
(the blood spawning the colonial disperions of peoples); Nimrod is (Hamitic) son 
of Ham, Cush (Kushites) also a son of Ham. Cush and Nimrod fit the E1 and E2 
Haps out of the Ham “E” Haplogroup (Haplogroup E-V387). 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Haplogroup_E-V38 

Also, Haplogroup E-M96 is a human Y-chromosome DNA haplogroup. It is one 
of the two main branches of the older haplogroup DE, the other main branch 
being haplogroup D. The E-M96 clade is divided into two main subclades: the 
more common E-P147, and the less common E-M75. 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Haplogroup_E-M96 


The Bantu as a whole are in this hap. 


BORI Pantheon, in W. Hausaland: 


Invaders Natives 
Israelite Babylonian 
Royal Hausa Kings Slave Azna Kings 
Magajiya & Bagwariya;/Bagulma 
| (Gulma/Gurma) 
Hausa Tradition 
s.1 HAUSAWA vs. s.2 GWARAWA / Karap da Gari 
[lg. Afroasiatic] Gwari 


[lg. Benue-Congo] 
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DYNASTIC Version of Katsina accounts: 
Namoudou/Nimrod came from Birnin Kissera near Mecca 
and settled Daura, C Sudan. 
NOTES: The 2 Migrations from A. Near East. 
The downfall of Assyria and the subsequent dispersal of Assyrian deportee 
communities appear to have been more faithfully reflected in the Bayajidda 
legend. 90 
The early emigration from Canaan and Palestine, said to have been led first by 
Nimrod and finally by Magajiya Daurama, seems to correspond to a mass 
movement of deportees from Syria-Palestine of which the antecedents can be 
traced to Mesopotamia and other eastern provinces of the Assyrian empire. The 
later emigration from Mesopotamia led by Bayajidda, the son of the defeated 
king of Baghdad, can be likened to the retreat of the remnants of the Assyrian 
army from Nineveh to Harran under the last scion of the ruling family, Assur- 
uballit 11.91 
PRE-ISLAMIC section of KING LIST of KATSINA 
Eight kings 
1 Zaria -Zegzeg = Gunguma, Gungunum (1932-1909) 5th Babylonian ruler 
of Larsa. 
2 KUMAYO (Kemuel, Abraham’s nephew, by Nahor, father of Aram. 
3 RAMBA (Eber 
4 TERYAU (Terah) 
5 Jamanata (unknown) 
6 Yanka Dari - (Ibrahim), Abraham 
7 Jida Yaki - Sanau)(Ishmael-ites) 
8 Korau - (Isaac) ancestor of the Azna, the Durbawa of Katsina (Ishmaelites) 
Zamfara King List: (Some early Babylonian Kings) 

1 Bakurukuru = Kurigalzu (1332-1308) late Kassite King. 

2 Bakara? 

3 Gimshiki = Gilgamesh, Sumerian King of Uruk. 
Kebbi King List: First 14 Kings = Near Eastern 

1 Burunburun / Burnaburiash-I (1510) 1st Kassite King 

2 Arguji / Argisti-I (785-760) 4th King of Urartu 

3 Tabari / Tabrimmon (890) 2d ruler Damascus 

4 Zartai / Sarduri-I (840-830) 1st Kg of Urartu 
Founders of the Banza State of Kebbi = Babylonian Kassites, and Urartians, 
Elamites. 


NOTES: 

The bulk of the Hausa immigrants came originally from Syria-Palestine, and 
that their political leadership originated from the Assyrian capital of Nineveh 
but was devoid of all power. Moreover, from the Mesopotamian ancestral The 
Bayajidda Legend and Hausa History 16 figure Nimrod, son of Canaan, of the 
Hausa immigrants it can be inferred that the Near Eastern invaders actually 
included great numbers of people from the central and south-eastern parts of 
the Assyrian Empire where Nimrod, i.e. Sargon of Akkad, was a celebrated 
figure. In view of the policy of mass deportations practised by the Assyrians, it 
is in fact quite plausible that people of Mesopotamian origin were also among 
the immigrants whom the legend traces back to a region corresponding to the 
Western provinces of Assyria. 


NOTES FROM PILKEY: “Origin of Nations.” 

In the Ubangi-Chari region of central Africa are a wholesale series of 
matches between tribes of the Nilotic stock and the consecutive series of kings 
from the legendary solar line of East Indian Ayodhya. The matches are in two 
clusters based on kings 36-45 and 48-52. These matches of the solar line lie to 
the Nilotic west in Central Africican Repiblic, Chad, and other lands. Kings of 
the parallel lunar line enter the picture five times, each time matching a tribe 
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from the eastern Nilotic zone of Uganda, Kenya, and southern Sudan: 


East Indian King List 


African Tribes 


36 Bahuka Bwaka 
37 Sagara Nzakara 
Kara 
Sokoro 
38 Asa-Manja Manja 
39 Karam-bha Karamojong 
AO Dili-pa Sila 
41 Bhagi-catha Bagirmi 
Shamighu Samburu 
42 Suhotra Suk 
43 Habhaya Baya 
44 Ambarisha Mbere 
45 Madhu Madi 
48 Sarva-Kama Sara 
Kum 
49 Su-Dasa Daza 
50 Kal-masha-pada Musa 
51 Ashmaka Maka 
Kukura Kuku 
52 Mulaka Laka 


NOTES FROM PILKEY: “Kingship At Its Source”. 
But notice, before the Assyrian exodus, we had the Akkadians under Nimrod. 
Pilkey says: 


Chapter Three 


To the Ends of the Earth 


While momentous events were transpiring in Mesopotamia in 
the 23rd and 22nd centuries, a great mass of humanity crossed 
the Arabian Sea to the Indus Valley. These included three 
primary Noahic protoplasts, formally three-eighths of the world’s 
population: Austronesians, Sino-Tibetans and Ural-Altaics. In 
addition their Gomerite leaders brought with them their own 
tribes: Riphath’s Dravidians, Ashkenaz’ Scythians and 
Togarmah’s Tocharians. These events occurred either before or 
after the Gomerite brothers fought together in the Battles of 
Metelis and Teutates in the years 2181 and 2178. These two 
possibilities must contend with the premise that Riphath, as 
Olifat of the Micronesians, remained at the Indus to colonize the 
island world of Austronesia while his two brothers led Sino- 
Tibetans and Uralo-Altaics through a pass of the Himalayas to 
their Eurasian homelands in the north and east. 

The three protoplasts were either waiting in Hadramaut for 
the Gomerites to return from Egypt after 2178 or had already 
been led by them to the Indus. The two battles of Metelis and 
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Teutates occurred because of a breakdown in the systematic 
migration process from Arabia when the Centum Aryans in 
Oman, Canaanites on the Gulf of Aden and Amerindians on the 
Red Sea all rebelled against the process and converged on Upper 
(South)) Egypt. These rebel groups were led by the Hamite 
faction in opposition to the Akkadian Empire. The British 
imperialist L. A. Waddell claims that Akkadian Emperors were 
colonizing the Indus throughout their history. He traces contact 
with India as far back as the Sumerian Ur-Nanshe (*) Dynasty 
at Lagash, founded thirty years before the rise of the Akkadians. 
The Ur-Nanshe Dynasty took shape after the Uruk-Aratta war 
that humbled the losers by sending their protoplasts to Arabia for 
the purpose of punitive migration. 
[*"Ur-Nanshe, king of Lagash, son of Gunidu, 'son' of (the town) Gursar, built 
the temple of Nanshe (goddess), fashioned (the statue of) Nanshe, dug the 
canal..., For Nanshe he made water fill (the canal). . ., made (a statue of) Esir. 
He chose Ur-nimin by means of liver-omens (as) husband (i.e. high cultic 
official) of Nanshe. He built the A-edin (‘house of the desert'), built the Nin-gar, 
built the E-gidri (all these are shrines), built the walls of Lagash fashioned (the 
statue of) Lugal-uru. The boats of Dilmun (region of Bahrain), from (this distant) 
land brought the wood (for him)."{Steible and Behrens 1982, The Ancient Near 
East}. Ur-Nanshe: ruler of Lagash some few generations after Meslim; possibly 
not a Sumerian?, but a Semite from Dilmun/Tilmun (Kramer, The Sumerians, 
1963); Son of Gunidu, grandson of Gursar. (A History of Sumer and Akkad, L.W. 
King, 1910). 
[NOTES: Sumerian Ur-Nanshe of Lagash -HETH-Greek Hades, of Underworld 
Arabia. Heth’s 5 sons = 5 rivers of Hades. 
NANSHE = fish goddess Uma, white mother “Jobab” of Heth and Sidon.. 
Ur-nanshe-Heth: Panchala dyn., Phoenicians, Aryans. The Panch = Phoenicians. 

Ur-Nanshe was Canaan’s second son Heth, the Olympian 
Hades, for whom the underworld of mythological Arabia was 
named. The implication is that he and his five sons were the first 
to design the Arabian migration scheme described in the 
previous chapter. As an Olympian Heth opposed the Titan 
Hamites including his father Canaan-Cronus and worked 
consistently in favor of the Arabian dispersion scheme despite 
having led the army of Aratta against Uruk. His political 
conversion brought him to reign in Sumer just as Peleg-Kingu, 
leader of the Aratta half-world, came to Sumer to reign as 
Lugalannemundu in the same period. Heth’s five sons at Lagash 
were singled out to represent the “Five Rivers of Hades” 
encircling Arabia. If we attribute the Arabian scheme to Heth’s 
family, it began as far back as 2278, a century before the Battle 
of Teutates. In fact the Teutates alliance might have been 
mobilized in 2178, not only to avenge the deaths of ten Noahic 
princes but to celebrate the rise of Ur-Nanshe a century earlier. 


Five Sons of Ur-Nanshe - the Ur-Nanshe 
Plaque 


[1 Aniarra -- Anaritae Hadramaut later, Iranian Aria, 


73 


Aryans, W. of Bactria. 


2 Jaya’Magha -- Macae Overpowerer of Magha Island” 
3 Srin’Jaya -- Sirim “Sea-lord Commander” Sarmatians/Slavs 
4 Mugamimlu -- Kampilya Gulf of Aden 
5 Barid-ishshu -- Brihad-ishu. Amerindians on the Red Sea. Later, Iranian 
Parthians, 
Paradas. 


Waddell gives the sons of Ur-Nanshe two sets of names 
derived from Sumerian and East Indian sources. He assigns Ur- 
Nanshe the Satem Aryan name Haryashwa and reads the 
Sumerian counterpart “Uruash” rather than “Ur-Nanshe.” The 
conventional 
Sumerian reading is more productive than “Uruash” because its 
meaning “Champion of Nanshe” makes sense in the light of 
Nanshe’s identity as the White Matriarch Uma— mother of 
Heth’s older brother Sidon and his own grandmother. Ur- 
Nanshe-Heth ordered his sons to set the Arabian scheme in 
motion as early as 2278, just twenty-four years after the Uruk- 
Aratta War. 

Simultaneously Bull-El-Shelah’s three sons added their 
names to the Arabian scheme by occupying lands vacated in Iran 
by the Austronesians (Elam), Sino-Tibetans (Persia) and Ural- 
Altaics (Assyria). The same process involved Heth’s five sons at 
work, not just among Sumerians, but among Satem Aryans, 
whose victory in the Uruk-Aratta War resulted in their general 
possession of Iran. One of the sons, Barid-ishshu, accounts for 
one of the Iranian peoples, the Paradas or Parthians. Another son 
Aniarra does likewise for the people of Aria, the original 
“Aryans,” to the west of Bactria. Parthia lay farther west about 
midway from Mesopotamia to the Indus. 

The Five Sons - Rivers of Hades-Heth: Because Heth’s 
sons numbered five and Hellenes assigned his name Hades to 
their mythical version of Arabia, the clear suggestion is that the 
family took command of the “Five Rivers of Hades” on five coasts 
of the Arabian Peninsula. In doing so they complemented the five 
Ocean Dragon Kings consisting of Ham and his four sons. 
Waddell is quite emphatic about the seafaring character of Ur- 
Nanshe’s family, although he is unaware of the traditional name 
which associates this ruler with the fish goddess Nanshe: 


The great seafaring dynasty founded by King Uruash is called in 
the Indian epics and Vedas “The able Panch” (Panch-ala), which I 
have shown was the first Phoenician Dynasty, and the obvious 
source of the name “Phoenician.” The descendents of this 
dynasty using the title of Panch for themselves and their Aryan 
officials and people, became the chief clan of the ruling and 
seagoing Aryans” (The Makers of Civilization, 220). 


Before reaching Phoenicia from their base at Lagash, this clan 
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had to circumnavigate the Arabian Peninsula as the Akkadians 
did in subsequent decades. The implication of this Ur-Nanshe 
tradition is that that Satem Aryans, under the leadership of 
members of the Sumerian ruling family at Lagash, created the 
five-point Arabian scheme even before the Semitic Akkadians 
inherited and developed it further. That is one reason, perhaps, 
why the scheme began at Oman with Centum Aryans. The logic 
of this arrangement is that the contrasting Satem Aryans 
remained at Uruk in 2308 when Peleg brought the Centum group 
to Aratta. Philologists have discovered in the two groups distinct 
words for one hundred, satem and centum, perhaps because the 
rival groups were counted off in hundreds. The Centum group 
was unfortunate to have suffered defeat at the hands of their 
Satem brethren just as the Centum German Nazis were destined 
to lose their struggle against the Satem Russians in the 1940s. 

Waddell lists the five sons of Ur-Nanshe in the order in which 
they occur in his matching Indo-Aryan kinglists, not as given in 
the plaque. Sequence is vital in dealing with the Arabian coasts. 
The plaque contains a lower register with an alternative set of 
titles for the five sons. Waddell matches these with five titles 
from his Indo-Aryan sources; so he supplies a set twenty names 
or titles altogether. At least two of these can be matched with 
coastal tribes shown in Ptolemy’s Chart XXI of Arabia. These 
occur just inside and outside the Strait of Hormuz. Ptolemy 
places the Anaritae at the mouth of the River Laris for which I 
find no counterpart in eastern Arabia on the southeastern coast 
of the Persian Gulf. The name resembles one of the sons, Aniarra, 
occurring third in the plaque and fourth in Waddell’s matching 
Indo-Aryan list. Ptolemy locates the Macae just beyond the Strait 
of Hormuz along his badly misrepresented coast of Oman. That 
tribe name suggests the Indo-Arayan title Jaya-Magha, which 
Waddell interprets, “Overpowerer of Magha Island” and matches 
with the third Indo-Aryan king Srin-Jaya, the second Sumerian 
Sirim of the upper register. This second position agrees with the 
location just outside the Strait of Hormuz if we take the first 
member of the list, Ur-Nanshe’s successor Akurgal, to represent 
the Persian Gulf in the sequence of mythological “rivers” of 
Hades. 

A conclusion to be drawn is that four sons below Akurgal 
settled at the location of the Anaritae on the southeastern coast 
of the Persian Gulf where each exilic protoplast settled before 
heading on to the coasts along the way to Egypt. The Macae of 
the “Sea-lord Commander” Sirim established the interim colony 
of the Centum Aryans in Oman. The name Sirim may have a 
bearing on the Satem Aryan Sarmatians or Slavs, who for some 
reason accompanied the Hadramaut group to the Indus and then 
made their way under their god Yarilo-Ashkenaz into upper 
Eurasia and Sarmatia. We can argue that Aniarra, who left his 
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Anaritae at the first settlement inside the Strait of Hormuz, then 
took the third position at Hadramaut where three protoplasts 
settled rather than the normal one. Aniarra occurs third in the 
Sumerian upper register and his counterpart Javinara fourth in 
the Indo-Aryan list. The match between the third Sumerian 
position and third geographic location requires us to adopt the 
Sumerian order as guide to the arrangement of Heth’s sons along 
the Arabian coasts. The fourth Sumerian Mugamimla (Indian 
Kampilya) settled on the Gulf of Aden; and the fifth Baridishshu 
(Indian Brihad-ishu) among the Amerindians on the Red Sea. 

The rebellion of three protoplasts involved three coasts 
distinct from Hadramaut. An implication is that Aniarra was more 
successful than his brothers in reconciling his three protoplasts 
to the exilic plan. The Sumerian title that Waddell assigns him, 
“Sea-lord Commander,” suggests that he was viewed as chief 
among the four in Arabia once they settled at the point of the 
Anaritae. The conspirators targeted the others as weaker. After 
losing the Amerindians on the east coast of the Red Sea, Barid- 
ishshu seems to have fallen back to rejoin Aniarra in Hadramaut. 
The argument for this development results from analyzing the 
next location at the Indus. It is conceivable that once the three 
vassals of Gomer took command of the three protoplasts from 
Hadramaut, Aniarra and Barid-ishshu led their own families 
northwestward from the Indus to settle the Iranian lands of Aria 
and Parthia. Ptolemy’s Chart XX shows Parthia east of Media and 
north of “Carmania Deserta” east of Persia. We have identified 


Gedrosia_and Arachosia_as lands occupied by the tribes of 
Hazarmaveth and Arakho-Elishah. The occurrence of Arakho as a 


dragon god of Siberia can be explained as a result of interplay 
between these tribes and the Ural-Altaic protoplast under 
Ashkenaz at this time. Ptolemy’s Chart XXIV shows Gedrosia to 
the east of Carmania and Arachosia east of Drangiana to the east 
of Parthia. Aria lies north of Drangiana. 

The locations of these Iranian provinces can best be 
summarized in two different east-to-west sequences at two 
different latitudes. The northern sequence extends from Media 
through Parthia to Aria; and the southern from Elam and Persia 
through Carmania to Gedrosia and the Indus. Drangiana and 
Arachosia are wedged between the two latitudes. In terms of 
modern political geography, Gedrosia is equivalent to 
Baluchistan in western Pakistan; Drangiana to the region around 
the Helmand River in southwestern Afghanistan, Aria to the 
higher elevations of northwestern Afghanistan and Arachosia 
around a tributary of the Upper Indus westward toward Kabul. In 
interpreting these provinces of the Persian Empire in the mid- 
first millennium, our assumption is that ethnic foundations for 
them were laid in the late third millennia by Satem Aryan victors 
in the Uruk-Aratta War. The Persians proper migrated to Persia 
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from a homeland to the north, Parhasa, near Lake Urmia. But 
that only means that Aratta was near Lake Urmia and that 
ancestors of the Persians remained near Aratta to make certain 
that the exiled nations would not resettle there and violate the 
law dictating their banishment. Without obedience to that law, no 
semblance of Noahic atum could be maintained and the world 
was nothing but a set of wandering tribes with pockets of 
civilization just as polygenetic secularists imagine today. 

No matter how the eastern provinces of Iran were first 
settled, three great protoplasts passed over from Arabian 
Hadramaut to the Indus and were then dispersed in two 
directions— Ural-Altaics, Scythians, Slavs, Sino-Tibetans and 
Tocharians through a pass of the Himalayas and Austronesians 
and Australians by sea to an island world, leaving the Dravidians 
behind them. 


Yarilo-Ashkenaz and the Ural-Altaics 

“Ural, Uralic” derives from the name of the leading character in the Turkic- 
Bashkyr folk epic, “Ural Batyr’. The epic is based on Turkic, Iranian and, to 
some extent, Semitic folk song traditions, and has many similarities with other 
epics - the Anglo-Saxon Beowulf, the Germanic Nibelungenlied, the 
Mesopotamian Gilgamesh,and the Finnish/Karelian Kalevala. It was collected 
and composed by the Bashkir folk poet Mukhamedsha Burangulov in 1910. See 
English Translation: http://suyun.info/index.php?p=uralbatir@LANG=ENG 
“Yarilo” - Biography of, see https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jarilo 

Ashkenaz, son of Noah and Uma, full brother of Shem and 
Japheth became a vassal of his nephew Gomer. Known to the 
Hellenes as Pelasgus, “Seafarer,” Ashkenaz is the greatest 
explorer-colonist in history, outrivaling Marco Polo, Columbus 
and Vasco da Gama. He and others like him such as his half- 
brothers Riphath and Togarmah served to create the human 
dimension of what the European explorers merely rediscovered. 
Ashkenaz conducted two great colonizing enterprises at the 
opposite ends of the earth in executing some of the final stages of 
the punitive Arabian dispersion process but in orderly, colonial 
fashion as though he expected the distant exiles to keep up some 
degree of communication with the heartland. Unfortunately for 
them, the races he colonized lost the superhuman vitality of his 
first postdiluvian generation, died at “three score and ten,” and 
were unable to match the strenuousness of his activities. As a 
result the world was locked in polygenetic, tribal and nationalist 
torpor without his imperial vision and laid the foundation for the 
polygenetic delusions of modern times. 

Later in the chapter we will outline an isochronic process in 
detail for the Ashkenaz’s North American expedition. In both 
Siberia and North America he used rivers for points of reference 
and as migration routes for his subordinates. The two expeditions 
were alike in that they each dealt with ethnic triads only a third 
of which fell specifically to Ashkenaz. In America he left the 
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South Americans and Mesoamericans to his brothers Togarmah 
and Riphath. He did likewise in Eurasia, handing the 
Austronesians over to Riphath and the Sino-Tibetans to 
Togarmah. One difference in Eurasia is that he took command, 
not only of the Ural-Altaics but also of Indo-European Scythians 
and Balto-Slavs. In that sense his scope extended all the way 
from Korea, if not Japan, to the western borders of Poland, the 
Czech Republic and Croatia. Jews of the diaspora, whatever their 
sources of information, have accurately adopted the label 
“Ashkenazim” for Jews living in East Slavic Russia. The Slavs 
remembered him as their “love” god Yarilo. 

An isochronic organization of Ashkenaz’ Eurasian expedition 
can be attempted here with the reservation that my sources of 
information on the Ural-Altaics, Finno-Ugrians and Slavs are not 
as detailed as data on Native North America. The Ural Altaic 
colonization of Siberia took place during the fifty years from 
2228 and 2178. This period began as the three protoplasts at 
Hadramaut crossed the Arabian Sea and ended as the three 
vassals of Gomer fought in the Battle of Teutates. An isochronic 
model requires an enumeration and sequence. My source 
equivocates over enumeration by naming six divisions of the 
Ural-Altaics, including the Korean-Japanese, and only five major 
linguistic divisions excluding this last group. The equivocation 
can be cleared up by treating the colonization of the Koreans as 
the the subordinate work of Akurgal-Huangdi, the Yellow 
Emperor. Because Ashkenaz completed his part of the process by 
planting the Scythians and Slavs to the west,_a sequence can be 
derived by following the east-to-west arc of Siberian rivers from 
the reference point of the Tarim Basin and Altai Mountains. From 
east to west the main rivers are the Lena, two tributaries of the 
Yenesei named Tunguska, Yenesei, the Ob and a tributary of the 
Ob, the Irtysh. 

A lesser river the Orhun lies in Mongolia. The Lena arises 
from the mountains west of Lake Baikal, the Yenisei from the 
Bayan Mountains and the Ob and Irtysh from the Altai 
Mountains. The Upper and Lower Tunguska Rivers enter the 
Yenesei from the east in the Central Siberian Plateau. Linguistic 
branches of the Ural-Altaic stock from east to west are the Turko- 
Tataric with a definitive people, the Yakuts, on the Lena; the 
Mongolian of northern China; the Tunguses, east of the Yenisei; 
the Samoeds, at the mouth of the Ob in the Arctic; and the Finno- 
Ugrian spread over a wide range but mainly from the Ural 
Mountains westward to Finland and Hungary. Without being too 
specific about the rivers, the five branches can be sequenced in 
that order but with equivocations here and there. For example 
the Tunguse branch includes the Manchus at Manchuria, farther 
east than any of the others. The Kalmuks or western Mongolians 
spread as far west as the Caspian; and the Turks of the Turko- 
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Tataric branch migrated to Turkey in historic times. If only five 
rivers (counting the two Tunguska tributaries as a unit) are 
considered, the Mongolians in the east and the Finno-Ugrians in 
the west seem to be omitted. Two members of the Turko-Tataric 
division, however, the Kirghis and Tatars, settled on the Yenisei 
and Irtysh respectively; and the Voguls, easternmost of the 
Finno-Ugrians, can be placed on the Ob above the Samoyedes. 
Clearly these positions involve historic movements which do not 
conform to the primary distribution of the five branches in the 
22nd century BCE. 

In order to generate such a third millennium sequence, we 
need to isolate key member tribes of each branch like the Yakuts 
on the Lena. The Yakuts qualify as the most definitive of the 
Turko-Tataric on cultural grounds. So they and the Lena might 
serve as the first step in the system, assuming that the 
Mongolians came second. However we can argue that Mongolia 
is more accessible from the Tarim Basin and, therefore, that the 
Mongolian branch should precede the Turko-Tataric. The Lena of 
the Yakuts lies far to the northeast of Mongolia; so the logical 
sequence is from the Tarim Basin to Mongolia and then 
northeastward to the Lena before beginning the rest of the 
process westward. The Tungusic branch east of the Yenisei falls 
third despite the eastern position of Manchuria. The Samoyedic 
branch comes next because they are defined more by the Ob than 
are the Finno-Ugrians. If we persist in the view that Ashkenaz 
always searched out rivers or other bodies of water to establish a 
settlement, such a waterway must be established for the Finno- 
Ugrians. In the North American system we will find that the 
Algonquians and Iroquois were brought to focus by Lakes 
Superior and Ontario. For the Mongols the point of reference is 
not so much River Orhun as Lake Baikal where Mongolian tribes 
such as the Buriats settled. The logical first step of the process 
was consistently northeastward from the Altai Mountains to Lake 
Baikal and then to the Yakut Lena. 

If Ashkenaz then followed his characteristic pattern of 
consistent latitude in pursuit of the setting sun (as in a voyage 
from the Niger to Guiana and in a trek from the Mississipppi 
Delta to the mouth of the Colorado), he clung to some latitude 
westward from the Lena to the Lower Tunguska to establish the 
Tunguses and then farther west to establish a focal settlement of 
the Finno-Ugrians. If we assume that the Gulf of Finland became 
the primary settlement point for the Finno-Ugrians, it lies at the 
sixtieth parallel of north latitude, which crosses the Upper Lena 
before running parallel and not far to the north of the Lower 
Tunguska before crossing the Ob south of Samarovo and the 
Urals northeast of Perm. It then arrives at the Gulf of Finland. 
We must assume that the Samoyedes left the main body under a 
subordinate to migrate farther down the Ob toward the 
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seventieth parallel in the Arctic. In the Dakotan tradition of 
North America, these subordinates appear as divisions of the 
patriarch himself as the god Wakan-Tanka. In pursuing this route 
Ashkenaz could have possessed prior knowledge derived from his 
mother Uma, whose ancestors dwelled in this part of the world. 

So far this analysis leaves out of account settlements of 
Scythians and Slavs of the separate Indo-European stock. By all 
accounts the primary Slavic people were the East Slavs of the 
fertile Dnieper River in Ukraine-Sarmatia. A waterway definitive 
for the wide range of Scythia must be determined. These 
settlements, like that of the Samoyedes depended on subordinate 
expeditions. Ptolemy places his “Scythia intra Imaum Montem” 
northeast of the Caspian in the Kurgan region believed to be the 
homeland of the antediluvian Indo-Europeans as though the 
Scythians were a part of the stock singled out to return to the 
Aryan homeland. A curious opinion of the Scythians that they 
were the youngest of all races, as reported by Herodotus, might 
have arisen because these people were comparing themselves to 
the antediluvian ancestors of their mother Uma. The Volga River 
flows into the Caspian from the northwest at a source in the 
Valday Hills between St. Petersburg and Moscow. Thus Scythia 
could have been colonized by a subordinate like those in America 
sent down the Volga to the Caspian after Ashkenaz reached the 
Gulf of Finland. 

The Dnieper flows southward into the Black Sea. In this case 
it seems likely that Ashkenaz guided the Slavs in what remained 
of the expedition southward in person as he did in guiding the 
Muskogheans southward in the last step of the North American 
expedition. His location at the Black Sea places him at the right 
spot to rendezvous with other members of the alliance of 
Teutates including his fellow Gomerites Riphath and Togarmah. 
These three vassals of Gomer then fought both in the Battle of 
Metelis and Battle of Teutates. 

The next step is to apply an isochonic reading of the eleventh 
Noahic era to the Eurasian expedition. If we persist in deriving 
an isochronic module from the five branches of the Ural-Altaic 
linguistic stock, the module is six years in a process of five steps; 
but we will see that the module that really works is five years in 
six steps including six simultaneous offshoots by subordinates as 
in the American expedition. Various necessary adjustments must 
be made to arrive at a stable model. The Samoyedic branch at 
the Lower Ob was the work of a subordinate; whereas Ashkenaz 
himself treated the Ugric and Finnic divisions of the Finno- 
Ugrian stock as separate steps, each requiring five years. 
Furthermore he incorporated the Slavs into the main sequence 
while relegating the Scythians to a subordinate. Because we have 
already suggested that Akurgal-Huangdi acted as a subordinate 
in colonizing Ural-Altaic Korea, the full set of subordinates were 
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the first six of the Xia “emperors” to be outlined in Chapter 
Eleven. The first five of these ending with Yao concluded their 
activities in the Arabian system in 2228, the year that the 
Hadramaut exiles were carried across to the Indus, setting the 
Eurasian process in motion. 

The subordinate expeditions began with the Koreans and 
ended with the Scythians. Because the Samoyedes were also 
treated as an offshoot north of the beaten track of the sixtieth 
parallel, the number of main divisions was reduced to four. It was 
increased to the necessary five by splitting the Finno-Ugrian 
branch into Ugrics on the Ob and Finnics at the Gulf of Finland. 
We will see a similar arrangement in the North American 
expedition where the Algonquians were divided into northern and 
southern halves dominated by ancestors of the Cree and 
Shawnee. The Ugrics and Finnics were divided east and west 
before the Ugric Magyars migrated to the Danube to become the 
Hungarians. Additional subordinate branches were required for 
the Turko-Tataric settlement of the Yakuts on the Lena and the 
Tunguses east of the Yenisei. 

Historically, if not numerically, the most important Turko- 
Tataric people were the Turks, [See above Turkic-Bashyr epic] 
who once consisted of the Uighur or Eastern Turks with a capital 
on the Orhun and the Karluks or Western Turks at Lake 
Balkhash. The Orhun flows northward into Lake Baikal. If 
Ashkenaz planted the Mongols at Lake Baikal before continuing 
northeastward to the Lena, it makes sense that he would have 
sent a subordinate southward up the Orhun to establish the 
Turks there. At the western end of the process, another division 
of the Finno-Ugrians, the Volga-Bulgarics were led by a 
subordinate down the Volga from the Valdai Hills in the five 
years before another subordinate planted the Scythians north of 
the Caspian into which the Vilga drains. In effect the Satem 
Aryan Scythians were attached to one of the last branches of the 
Ural-Altaic stock to be settled. Like the Magyars, the Bulgarics 
migrated into Europe to become the historic Bulgarians, who 
created an empire that rivaled the Byzantines. In summary the 
six main steps were the Mongols, Yakuts, Tunguse, Ugrians, 
Finns and Slavs. Subordinates races were the Koreans, Turks, 
Manchus, Samoyedes, Volga-Bulgarics and Scythians. 

The thirty-year colonization of the Ural-Altaic world can be 
outlined as follows: 


Table 3:1 Colonization of Eurasia by Ural-Altaics [cp. 
Book 85] 


Term Branch Offshoot Leader 
Location 
2218- Mong Koreans Ashke Lake Baikal 
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2213 ols naz Yellow Sea 
Huang 
di 
2213- Yakut Turks Ashke River Lena 
2208 Ss naz River Orhun 
Shaoh 
ao 
2208- Tungu Manchus Ashke Lower River 
2203 se naz Tunguska 
Zhuan River Amur 
xu 
2208- Ugrics Samoeds Ashke River Ob 
2198 naz Lower River Ob 
Diku 
2198- Finnic Volga- Ashke Gulf of Finland 
2193 Ss Bulgarics naz River Volga 
Dizhi 
2193- Slavs Scythians Ashke River Dnieper 
2188 naz Kurgan Region 
Yao 


Another insight is that the Parthians are believed to be of 
Scythian origin. The Scythians, like the Parthians were Satem 
Aryans of Iranian type. I have suggested that the Parthians took 
their name from Heth’s son Baridishshu, Yao’s successor Shun as 
we will see in a later chapter. 

With the completion of the process in 2188 at the River 
Dnieper and northern shore of the Black Sea, Ashkenaz 
proceeded farther south to a prearranged rendezvous with his 
fellow Gomerites in Gomer’s land of Gimarrai in Anatolia. 
Because the Guti dynasty began in 2218— the same year as 
Ashkenaz’ Siberian expedition— his race the Gutians, could not 
have been a remnant of that expedition despite Hallo’s 
suggestion that they invaded the Zagros Mountains from the 
north. 

The fifth edition of John Bartholomew’s Physical World Atlas 
shows that the extreme upper Indus and Sutlej lie well within 
Tibet at high elevation. A line of lower elevation appears along a 
tributary of the Indus, the Hunza. That tributary is sourced near 
the Yarkand, which flows northward into the lower elevations of 
the Tarim Basin in western China. A town shown by Bartholomew 
on the Hunza, Slumshal, lies about eighty miles west of Chang- 
Jungal on the upper Yarkand. The distance from Slumshal to the 
Yarkand is about forty miles and the Slumshal Pass lies between 
them at an elevation of 14, 719 feet. The Tarim Basin is believed 
to be the common region of origin of the Ural-Altaic tribes. 
Fragmentary texts of the Tocharian language were also 
discovered early in the 20th century in the Tarim Basin. Scythia 
and Sarmatia lie off to the west at much lower elevations 
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(especially Ukraine) as are Mongolia and Korea to the east. In 
that sense Korea and Ukraine are the outer wings of a system 
with the Tarim Basin in the center. The two nations to the east 
speak Ural-Altaic; and those in the west, Satem Aryan. 


The Austronesian Linguistic Stock 

Another set of patriarchs enters the picture when we 
consider the Austronesians. The Polynesian Maoris of New 
Zealand place such heavy stress on the sons of the sky god Raki 
that this version of Ham and his sons become the Austronesian 
counterparts to Heth and his sons. The two groups are closely 
linked by an inscription at Lagash naming Gurmu-Ham and 
Gunidu-Canaan as Ur-Nanshe’s grandfather and father. The 
inscription seems to imply, however, that these elders were 
already absent from Lagash around 2278. Either that or they 
were living at Lagash without political status. Chinese tradition 
identifies Ham and his sons as Ocean Dragon Kings located in the 
four ordinal directions. This tradition derives from their having 
served as judges of the exilic tribes at the Persian Gulf, Arabian 
Sea, Gulf of Aden and Red Sea. It was here that the 
Austronesians presumably got to know them unless we assume 
that they left Arabia and became personal guides of the stock 
into its island world. The Oceanic core of the Titan Hamite 
group can be outlined as follows. These names and their 
attributes can be found both in the standard Mythology of all 
Races and in www.godchecker.com: 
Table 3.2. Polynesian gods and Genesis 10:6 |cp. 
Book 86] 


Genesis 10 Maori Tradition Hawaiian 
Tradition Attribute 
Ham Rangi (Raki) sky god 
1 Cush Tane-mahuta Kane forest god 
2 Tangaroa/ sea god 
Mizrai Takaroa 
m 
Son = Punga 
Punga’s sons: Father’ of 
Ikatere fish 
‘ " Father of 
Tutewehiwehi repiles 
(Tutewanawana) 
3 Phut Tawhiri-matea storm god 
4 Tu-matuenga Ku war god 


Canaan 
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5 Rongo Coeus? 
6 Haumia Creus ? 


[NOTES: In Maori mythology, Tangaroa (also Takaroa) is one of the great 
gods, the god of the sea. He is a son of Ranginui and Papatuanuku, Sky and 
Earth. After he joins his brothers Rongo, Tumatauenga, Haumia, and Tane in 
the forcible separation of their parents, he is attacked by his brother 
Tawhirimatea, the god of storms, and forced to hide in the sea.[1] Tangaroa is 
the father of many sea creatures. Tangaroa's son, Punga, has two children, 
Ikatere, the ancestor of fish, and Tu-te-wehiwehi (or Tu-te-wanawana), the 
ancestor of reptiles. Terrified by Tawhirimatea's onslaught, the fish seek shelter 
in the sea, and the reptiles in the forests. Ever since, Tangaroa has held a 
grudge with Tane, the god of forests, because he offers refuge to his runaway 
children 


Kane and Ku are members of a Hawaiian creator trinity together 
with Longo, a god of peace and food. Despite the identification 
with peace, the best lead on his identity is with the Chinese and 
Austroasiatic versions of Heth, Er-Lang and Lang. Analysis must 
determine whether these Polynesian identities derive from 
Austronesian knowledge of Sumerian Lagash or resulted from the 
physical presence of these patriarchs in Oceania. It is interesting 
to consider whether the names Longo, Er-Lang and Lang might 
be connected in some way with the city name Lagash. A 
remarkable clue in this respect is that Austronesian 
Micronesians of the Palau Islands named their largest two 
islands Babelthuap and Urukthapel, as though to memorialize 
the first two cities of Nimrod’s empire in Genesis 10:10 together 
with Akkad-Agade and a place called Calneh. Nimrod was the 
chief god of Lagash— Ningirsu— Girsu being another name of 
Lagash. Whatever else these names tell us, the Austronesians 
were fully aware of the Sumerian tradition. 

Godchecker.com does not identify Tangaroa as a son of 
Rangi along with Tane-mahuta Tawhiri and Tu. The Mythology of 
All Races adds two more sons to the list of Rangi’s children, 
labeled “Father of Cultivated Food” and “Father of Uncultivated 
Food.” These two should be identified with the additional Titans 
among the sons of Ham-Uranus: Coeus and Creus. These two 
raise Ham’s set of sons to six, were important enough to be 
murdered at Metelis with the other four and should be 
considered in explaining the systematic colonization of 
Austronesia. A difficult point is to arrive at a normative 
enumeration of Austronesian divisions. The root language was 
Indonesian from which two other branches, the Melanesian and 
Polynesian, derived. The Indonesian proper is divided into the 
Malayo-Javanese and Tagala. Instead of being confined to the 
Tagala tribe of the Philippines, the Tagala branch includes the 
languages of the Marianas and Palaus (Micronesia) and even 
Malagasy and Taiwan. From this analysis we can derive a tetrad: 
Malayo-Javanese, Tagala, Melanesian and Polynesian. The 
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analysis suggests Ham’s four sons of Genesis 10:6 exclusive of 
Coeus and Creus. Negritude of the Melanesians identifies them 
as Austronesian Cushites descended from Cush-Tane-mahuta, 
“Father of Forests.” Tangaroa-Mizraim is the greatest of the 
Polynesian gods. Specifically associated with sea and islands, he 
is the proper patriarch of Polynesia and of Ural-Altaic Japan 
where he is known as the god Amenominakanushi. Appropriately 
the Greeks refer to this son of Ham-Uranus as Oceanus, the 
ocean Titan. 

The Malayo-Javanese and Tagala, therefore, identify with the 
wind god Phut-Tawhiri and the war god Canaan, Tu-matuenga 
(Hawaiian Ku) respectively. I know nothing about the pantheons 
of the Malayo-Javanese or Tagala. Identifying the Micronesians of 
Babelthuap and Urukthapel with the Tagala branch, we can 
argue for the identity of this branch with the patriarch Canaan- 
Gunidu by observing that Lagash is Nimrod’s cult center. In 
other words the Tagala branch placed particular stress on 
Nimrod because they derived from Canaan-Gunidu of 
Lagash. Ham’s other sons fail to appear along with Ham-Gurmu 
in the Lagashite inscription. Once we identify the Tagala with 
Canaan, Melanesians with Cush and Polynesians with Tangaroa- 
Mizraim, process of elimination identifies the Malayo-Javanese 
with Phut. It is conceivable that the island name Java is cognate 
with Phut’s Hellenic name Iapetus if we invoke the principle that 
the y sometimes reappears as dj as in “Choktaw” for Joktan. 

As specific butts of the Hellenic account of the Titan- 
Olympian war, Ham’s four sons were stigmatized by the defeat of 
Aratta more than any other members of the Noahic community. 
They were symbolized as dragons both in Chinese and in Celtic 
traditions. In the gloomy Gundestrup Dragon panel, they appear 
as dragons along with Ham’s dour (and damaged) face. The 
Chinese identify the Hamites as Ocean Dragon Kings. We can 
argue that the Chinese would not have memorialized them so 
readily if they had not been physically present in Oceania rather 
than remaining on the Arabian coasts. The stigma helps to 
explain why the Hamites were expected to colonize the world at 
great distances from the heartland and then singled out for 
murder when they returned. The stigma also explains why the 
Semitic Canaanites and Centum Aryans, derived from Canaan 
and Sidon, led the rebellion against the Arabian scheme and why 
Sidon’s offspring the Javanites were murdered along with the 
Hamites. Sidon may have led the rebellion once he got word that 
Ham’s sons had been compelled to leave the Indus with the 
Austronesians for parts unknown. But that explanation depends 
on a sequencing of events not yet determined. 

Another clue to whether the Hamites left Arabia to 
participate directly in the colonization of Oceania is a tradition of 
the Calina Caribs of Guiana coupling Ham and Riphath closely 
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together as the gods Tamusi and Tamula— Dumuzi the Shepherd 
and “Tamil.” Although this association can be explained in terms 
of Mesoamerica, it may first have taken shape when Ham threw 
in his lot with Riphath as leader of the Austronesian expedition. 
An analysis of the colonization of Africa later in the chapter will 
show that Ham and his sons did, in fact, act as personal guides of 
the Austronesian expedition, shifting their identities as Ocean 
Dragon Kings to waters nearer China than Arabia. 

The four sons of Ham were obliged to abandon their four 
posts encircling Arabia and colonize the island world with 
Austronesian speakers. The pantheon of South America discloses 
a pair of especially transparent versions of Riphath and Ham as 
Tamul and Tamusi (Sumerian Dumuzi the Shepherd), “sons” or at 
least fellow creatures of the creator goddess Amana, probably 
Mahadevi. In this pantheon at Guiana, Tamusi governs the day 
and Tamula the night. A complementary association of this kind 
suggests a fundamental step of cooperation in the overall 
dispersion design including the Austronesian stage. Riphath- 
Tamula clearly dominated the Austronesian dispersion. Ham was 
amenable to the scheme that brought the West Semitic 
Canaanites to Palestine because he was destined to play a late 
role in the 21rst century as Bera King of Sodom. The fraternity of 
Tamusi and Tamula suggests that Ham gave up his four sons to 
colonize Austronesia under Riphath while agreeing to become a 
leader among the Amerindians in the West. Riphath, Sidon and 
Ham all appear together in the West Semitic world: Riphath’s 
name, by the later King Ribadda at Gebel-Byblos, Sidon’s on the 
same coast by the Phoenician port of Sidon and Ham as King 
Bera at Sodom in Amorite territory. 

Colonization Route from the Indus to Micronesia - 
Dravidian-Tamils-Micronesians, and Melanesians: The 
voyage from the Indus to Austronesia had to swing south of Sri- 
Lanka at a latitude comparable to the northern tip of Sumatra. 
The first stage of the Austronesian expedition began logically by 
establishing a Malayo-Javanese settlement after entering the 
Malacca Strait between Sumatra and Malaysia. From there the 
course required a consistent voyage north-northwestward to a 
second point at Luzon before proceeding through the Luzon 
Strait to Taiwan, the Ryukyu Islands and Japan. From there it 
proceeded southward to the fourth main position in Melano- 
Papuan New Guinea to establish the Melanesians derived from 
Cush. A return voyage then began by rounding the east end of 
New Guinea and heading westward through the Coral, Arafura 
and Java Seas back to the Malacca Strait and Indian Ocean. This 
ideal route describes the most direct way to cover four primary 
settlements of the Melayo-Javanese, Tagalas, Polynesians and 
Melanesians, assuming that Japan served as a dispersion point 
for the Polynesians linked to Japan by Ham’s son Mizraim, 
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Japanese Amenominakanushi and Polynesian Tangaroa. 

In order to account for the presence of the four Hamites in 
Upper (South)) Egypt by 2181, the expedition then continued 
westward across the Indian Ocean to Austronesian Malagasy and 
northward to the Red Sea. The most likely period of this 
expedition was over the 28 year span from 2209 to 2181. 28 
years is the concrete lunar-solar module practiced throughout 
Noahic times. In this case, the nature of the rebellion meant that 
the 28 years could not be aligned within the eleventh Noahic era 
from 2218 to 2188 but began and ended at points nine earlier 
and seven years later. This 28-year period was divisible into 
isochronic units of seven years each. According to that 
perspective, the first leg of the expedition from the Indus to the 
Malacca Strait and primary Malayo-Javanese settlement occurred 
between the years 2209 and 2202. The Tagala phase ran from 
2202 to 2195; the Japanese-Polynesian stage, 2195-2188; and the 
final stage, to New Guinea, Malagasy, Ethiopia and Egypt, 2188- 
2181, when the four Hamites were murdered at Metelis after 
reigning one year each in Egyptian dynasty I. 


Colonization of Africa 

Any account of the colonization of Africa must begin with the 
perspective created by Ham’s first two sons Cush and Mizraim. 
Cush’s identification with Kushitic-Semitic East Africa is a matter 
of firm tradition. Like his father Ham-Havilah II, Cush derived his 
name from an antediluvian land named in Genesis 2:10:14. The 
second son Mizraim’s name signifies Egypt as inhabited by 
Hamitic-speaking Caucasoids. He himself was Ham’s son by 
yellow Durga (Sheba-I). Yet analysis of West Africa identifies his 
name with the black inhabitants of that part of the earth— 
fathers and mothers of our Afro-Americans. As Aka king of Kish, 
Mizraim gave his name to the Akans, not a tribe but a substantial 
fraction of the entire West African population including many 
tribes. As Mandaru of the Amorites he did likewise for the major 
Mende linguistic stock; and the same applies to the root of his 
Hebrew name, Musri, and the Mossi group. Mizraim is to West 
Africa what Cush is to East Africa. 

Mizraim Octad Clan: The management of the African 
colonization process fell accordingly to the eight members of the 
Mizraim clan along with six sons of Noah, the three antediluvians 
and three vassals of Gomer. Loosely the three Gomerites can be 
pieced together from such West African regional names as the 
Kingdom of Ashanti, the important culturally important Yoruba 
tribe, the kingdom of Gober and even the Tuaregs of the western 
desert region to the north. This loose construction lacks 
conclusiveness and is only suggestive. The actual colonization 
process began in Yemen (*) and can be treated with some 
precision. The Mizraim clan includes five males and three 
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females. It overlaps the Egyptian Ennead but is not identical to it. 
The members common to both traditions are Lehab-Geb-Noah, 
Pathrus-Riphath-Osiris-Asir, Masluh-Atum Re-Japheth, Naphtuh- 
Nephthys-Hamath and Caphtor-Isis-D6n. Three other members of 
the clan— Zud-, Anam- and Philist— are not members of the 
Ennead. The last two of these were immediate children of 
Mizraim. 

[* This would be supporting evidence against the “out of Africa” theory.] 

The Mizraim clan furnished the leadership of the expedition. 
The genetics of black Africa is another matter. This issue is best 
settled by enumerating the Noahic elite identified as sons or 
grandsons of Kali. The sons are Riphath-Seba by Noah, Cush by 
Ham, Hul by Shem and Eber by Shelah. Another son was the non- 
Genesis 10 figure Coeus, father of South African Khoisans or 
Khoikhoi. A full set of eight emerges from adding three 
grandsons: Peleg and Joktan through Eber and _ Serug- 
Manishtushu through Reu-Nimrod. To identify these eight as 
genetic sources of eight divisions of the African process 
(**) requires an analysis of how the eight aligned themselves to 
the eight universal protoplasts and their respective languages. 
This genetic issue leads to a remarkable result. One of the eight 
black patriarchs occurs in the context of each of the eight 
linguistic-theocratic protoplasts. Because Negroid Adam was 
known to be the father of all humanity, this distribution of Kali’s 
sons and grandsons was for the purpose of universalizing the 
eight protoplasts as truly Adamic. Accordingly the belt of nations 
spread westward from Yemen to Mexico were intended to 
symbolize the world as a whole, precisely the “blood of Kingu,” 
the quadroon Peleg known in Bantu as Congo, nominal source of 
the Bukongo tribe. 

[EDITOR: ** Genetic sources of African colonization. See Y-DNA 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Human_Y- 
chromosome_DNA_haplogroup 

At least 8 Black African genetic” matriarchal” mtDNA Hap groups 
show up in Africa. This pattern might suggest “eight” matching 
matriarchal consorts contributing to the genetic sources (tribes) of 
the eight divisions of the African process. 
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LO and L1 suggest a “Land of Ophir” expedition planted in the 
Tanzania, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Mozambique, Madagascar areas, 
possibly 
by way of the sea coast from Yemen. 


Both chronologically and spatially the African expedition 
filled the interval between the close of the Arabian system in 
2208 and the start of the American expedition before 2162. The 
appropriate isochronic explanation is the forty years from 2208 
to 2168 with a module of five years for each step given to one of 
the eight members of the Mizraim clan. It begins in southern 
Arabia with Pathrus-Asir-Riphath as reflected in the Asir 
mountains extending northward from Yemen and running parallel 
to the Red Sea. In Ptolemy’s chart of Arabia, these mountains 
separate the Sabaeans toward the sea from the Achchitae, 
representative of the overlord Aka-Mizraim. The name Asir is 
duplicated in the Asaritae shown southeast of the Achchitae at 
the eastern slope of Jabal Balak in Yemen near the modern 
capital of Sana. Because of Asir-Seba-Adamu’s status as founder 
of the Semitic Amorites, this division of the process speaks 
Semitic as does the Kushitic. Iam unacquainted with how closely 
Arabic resembles ancient Amorite. 

The historic Red Sea continuum of the Kingdom of 
Axum associates Yemen directly with Ethiopia, land of the other 
Semitic people of the process, the Kushitics. In Ethiopia the Afars 
are still another tribal version of Pathrus-Riphath-Seba. Riphath’s 
Austronesian and _ African expeditions began almost 
simultaneously in 2209 and 2208. Obviously Riphath could not be 
in both regions at the same time. His reinforced presence in 
Yemen and Ethiopia indicates that he left the Austronesians in 
the hands of the sons of Ham just as the Maori pantheon of Raki 
suggests. Thus Riphath and the Hamite Ocean Dragon Kings 
exchanged places in Arabia-Ethiopia and the Indus around the 
year 2209. The Sumerian names of these two lands, Meluhha and 
Dilmun, indicate that they were an established part of the 
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Sumerian scheme of things as was Magan-Egypt. 

The isochronic African process brought the Africans 
and Amerindians to Ethiopia by 2203. After that moment the 
process became entangled in the three-protoplast rebellion, the 
Battle of Metelis and the colonization of Crete (Caphtor) along 
with North Africa. In order to analyze the political situation in 
these years, close attention must be paid to which member of the 
Mizraim clan took charge at each new step in space and time. 
The first three settlements on the African continent were 
assigned to the three female members of the clan— first Anam- 
Amaterasu in Ethiopia, then Dén-Caphtor on the Nilotic Upper 
Nile and finally Nephthys-Naphtuh-Hamath on the Hamite Lower 
Nile. The Japanese name of Sidon’s granddaughter Amaterasu is 
probably cognate with the dominant Kushitic people the Amhara. 
On the Upper Nile the Isa of Isis are themselves Nilotes; and in 
Egypt Nephthys-Naphtuh is the only member of the clan to bear 
a Hamitic name in the text of Genesis 10. The Ethiopian 
settlement took place between 2203 and 2198; the Nilotic 
between 2198 and 2193; and the Egyptian between between 
2193 and 2188, ending in the same year that the 56 years of 
Sargon and Naram Sin ended in Mesopotamia, triggering the 
Akkadian intervention in Egypt. 

The spotlight now falls on Lehab-Geb-Noah in the next 
settlement in Libya. In 2188 twenty years remained to this 
postdiluvian father of mankind. In the previous century he had 
been among the thirty-two “Arabian kings,” whom Manishtushu 
claims to have conquered in an inscription. These thirty-two were 
probably the balance of the fifty Noahic elite exclusive of the 
ones who appear as kings of the Guti in Iran. Together the thirty- 
two and the Gutian rulers are the entire Genesis 10 community 
leagued against the Akkadians. It was in Noah’s settlement in 
Libya that the war against the Akkadians broke out again as it 
had when Manistushu raided the coasts of Arabia. The original 
plan _was to settle the Khoisans in Libya; but owing to the 
disaster at Metelis, Narmer (Nahor) forced Noah’s son Japheth as 
Masluh- to carry them off to their traditional homeland on the 
Cubango and Orange Rivers in the deep southwest of the 
continent. This development freed Noah to return to Sumer 
where he reigned under the name Kudda shortly before his 
death. 

Beyond Egypt the four remaining divisions of the 
African expedition were Noah’s Khoisans, the Bantus under 
Japheth-Masluh, West Africans under Mizraim’s son Beli-Philist- 
and Amerindians under Zud-, Sidon-Izanagi’s son Susanowo, the 
god Sosondowah of the Iroquois. After 2188 this second half of 
the African group attempted to challenge Akkadian authority in 
Egypt. They may have intended to terminate the process and 
remain where they were in North Africa; whereas the Akkadian 
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motive was always to banish as much of the world as they could 
to distant shores in order to secure themselves from threats 
against Mesopotamia. One development of the Mizraim challenge 
involved Crete where two of the Mizraim tribes settled as the 
Caphtorim and Philistim. Beli-Philist’s turn to govern the African 
expedition extended from 2183 to 2178, the five years 
encompassing the battle in the Nile Delta in 2181. We can 
speculate on the likely scenario that governed his behavior in this 
period. Leaving the bulk of the expedition in Libya, he likely 
voyaged to Crete in order to establish a base from which to check 
the westward advance of the Akkadians from the point of 
Sargon’s conquest in Ionia. Crete was the logical place to hold off 
the Akkadians both from the Ionian east and Egyptian south. 

When the Amerindians met defeat in 2181, Narmer (Nahor) 
took the ten victims at Metelis hostage at first to demand that 
Beli capitulate, return to North Africa and submit to the plan to 
settle the rest of the African group in the distant West. When Beli 
refused the demand by Narmer (Nahor), the Akkadian Pharaoh 
executed the ten hostages. The Amerindians were so shocked at 
this development that they lost some of their respect for the 
Noahic elite as fellow mortals analogously to the Hawaiian 
attitude toward Captain James Cook in the 18th century. 
Impressed with the pragmatic reality of Akkadian power, they 
agreed to submit to a continuation of the process guiding them to 
the western end of the earth. They sent messengers to Beli at 
Crete, reporting that his father had been murdered and 
demanding that he return to North Africa and spend the rest of 
his five years executing the Akkadian demand that he leave Libya 
with the rest of the expedition. The result was one of the most 
distant voyages of early postdiluvian times. It extended from 
Libya westward through the Strait of Gibralter, down the coast of 
Mauritania and eastward along the Guinea Coast to the mouth of 
the Volta. 

Expedition to West Africa; Japheth to the Congo - The 
three antediluvian sons of Noah accompanied Beli to West 
Africa and were prepared to undertake the American expedition 
at the close of the allotted forty years. In 2178, Japheth-Masluh 
took command of the Bantus and Noah’s Khoisans and planted 
the Bantus at the Congo and the Khoisans farther south at the 
Cunene and Orange Rivers. The presence of Noah and his sons 
Shem, Ham and Japheth in the African expedition arose from 
their vassalage to Cush as Dedan, Raamah, Havilah II and Sheba 
II. 

The Congo is one of those rivers that are narrower at the 
mouth than upstream. Neverthless it served as orientation for the 
Bantus, the quasi-Indo-European part of the black African stock. 
Farther south the Khoisan Bushmen are shown along the south 
bank of the Cubango, a landlocked river but with a source near 


91 


that of the Cunene, which forms the border of Angola and 
Namibia. The name “Hottentots” was applied by the Dutch and 
English to the Nama Khoikhoi, who were living on the Orange in 
1815. Seven clans of the Nama are known by themselves as the 
“Red Nation” because of the tint of their skin. The Dama 
Khoikhoi are known as the “Black Nation.” This color 
consciousness is consistent with Noah’s influence over the stock 
in Libya in view of his antediluvian efforts to supply the Ark with 
four women of all four Adamic colors. The entire remnant of the 
African expedition that reached the Niger by 2178 were red 
Amerindians and black Africans; so the Khoikhoi memorialized 
the group from which they came by distinguishing red and black 
nations. 

Zud’s Olmec Expedition: The final step of the African 
expedition became the first stage of the Amerindian expedition 
under Zud-Sosondowah between 2173 and 2168. The expedition 
memorialized Sidon’s slain Javanites as the Caddoan linguistic 
stock. Tarshish-Enkidu was Sidon’s grandson through Elishah- 
Agenor, patriarch of the Caddoan Eyeish of Louisiana. Sidon’s 
Akkadian title Karibu, the “Enthroned One,” is embodied in the 
Caribs of Guiana and the Caribbean. Over the five years ending 
in 2168, the African expedition ended as the Amerindians crossed 
the Atlantic from the Guinea Coast to Guiana more or less along 
the fifth parallel of north latitude which strikes the South 
American coast near Cayenne. The expedition then worked its 
way up the coast into the Caribbean Sea, Gulf of Mexico and Gulf 
of Campeche to the Olmec homeland between the Yucatan 
Peninsula and Veracruz, namely the Coatzacoalcos River in the 
Isthmus of Tehuantepec. 
Physically the West Africans descended from Kali’s son Eber- 
Tubal; but they were led to the Niger by Beli-Philist in the name 
of his father Mizraim and adopted three names of Mizraim as 
their own. This relationship between Beli and Eber, probably 
established by the time the Philistines arrived in Crete, explains 
why that nation felt authorized to conquer Eber’s imperial-line 
people the Hebrews in the time of King David. The Bantus owed 
their origin to Sabtah and his son fellow Cushite Nimrod. The 
imperial line of Nimrod-Sargon-Reu is represented in the Central 
African Republic by tribes such as the Banda (Lugalbanda- 
Shelah), Lega (Peleg) and Mandja (Asa-Manja-Serug) as well as 
the West African Kurumba (Karamba-Naram Sin-Nahor). The 
assignments of the Khoisan “Black Nation” and “Red Nation” to 
Japheth and Ham, respectively, derive from Japheth’s black wife 
Kali and Ham’s red mother Mahadevi. 
[NOTES: Genetic history of indigenous peoples of the Americas, 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ 
Genetic_history_of indigenous peoples of the Americas#Paleoamericans ] 

A tabulation of the African process is as follows: 
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Table 3.3. Colonization of Africa [cp. Book 95] 


Dates Location Leader Alternative 
Names _ Nation 
2208- Yemen Pathrus Osiris-Asir, Arabs 
2203 - Riphath, Seba 
2203- Ethiopia Anam- Amaterasu Kushit 
2198 ics 
2198- Upper Caphto Don Nilote 
2193 Nile r- Ss 
2193- Lower Naphtu Nephthys, Hamit 
2188 Nile h- Hamath es 
2188- Libya Lehab- Geb, Noah [Khois 
2183 ans] 
2183- Niger Philist- Beli Akans 
2178 River Mend 
e 
Mossi 
2178- Congo Seth, Shem Bantu 
2173 River Masluh Atum Re, S 
Cunene - Japheth Dama 
River Ham Nama 
Orange 
River 
2173- Coatzaco Zud- Susanowo, Olmec 
2168 alcos Sosondowah Ss 
River 


Colonization of the Americas 

The last major piece in the Noahic settlement of the “Third 
World” is the Amerindian stock of Noah’s wife Mahadevi. Like 
the African group, the Amerindian protoplast differs from others 
in one respect. Mahadevi seems to have organized the group by 
genetics rather than politics. She headed the set of four 
antediluvian females, who dominated early postdiluvian genetics 
because they, rather than the males, carried distinct racial traits 
into surviving humanity. At least the South American pantheons 
testify to an organization by genetic stocks selected to represent 
Mahadevi’s sons: Ham, Togarmah, Magog, Heth and Peleg. The 
same body of god names appears to favor her grandsons Cush, 
Mizraim, Phut, Canaan and Reu-Nimrod. The tribes dispersed on 
the continent of South America resulted from a primary landfall 
on the coast of Guiana. The Amerindian stock began their 
maritime expedition together with the black Africans and stayed 
with them until they parted on the Guinea Coast. Following the 
latitude of the Niger mouth across the Atlantic, they reached 
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America at a point on the coast of French Guiana. After leaving 
the ancestors of Amazonians and other South American tribes 
there, they continued along the coast until they reached the 
Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico. 


Six Caribbian Tribes - Transplants 

Six tribe names at or associated with the Gulf of Mexico tell 
a tale. 

The Maya and Nahuatl (Aztecs) correspond to Mahadevi (Maia 
mother of Hermes-Ham) and Nahor, the civilized but cruel 
Nahor-Narmer. 

The Carib take their name from Sidon’s title Karibu, “The 
Enthroned One” applied to his Akkadian identity Ea. The same 
title accounts for his East Indian name Kasyapa, based on the 
word kasipu, “throne.” 

The Carib are complemented with extraordinary precision by 
the Caddoan linguistic stock beginning with the Eyeish and 
Caddo in Louisiana and Texas on the Gulf. The Caddoan Eyeish 
(Spanish Aliche) of Louisiana furnish a perfect match for the first 
Javanite Elishah. Almost as good is the agreement between the 
Caddo of Texas and Poseidon’s grandson Cadmus, predynastic 
Pharaoh Khetm, the “Kittim” of Genesis 10:4. But the most 
striking match of all is between the Caddoan Pawnee, who lived 
inland in Nebraska, and the Javanite Tarshish. 

In this case Tarshish is the Old Testament name for Phoenicia. 
The two names are drawn together in the Phoenician colony of 
Poeni Tartessus in southern Spain. That name is precisely 
represented by the Pawnee whom Kiowa Apache called 
Darazhazh, a voiced name from which the unvoiced consonants 
of “Tarshish” derived. In Nebraska this Amerindian version of the 
Phoenicians complement an _ archeological discovery of 
Phoenician material in Iowa to the east. 

This powerfully reinforced presence of Sidon and _ his 
offspring confirms the theory that Sidon, Ham and Riphath 
were among the chief planners that sent the Amerindians 
to the Americas and the Austronesians to the islands of the 
South Seas. The Caribs and Caddoans are to the entrance point 
of North America what the god names Tamusi and Tamula of the 
Calina Caribs are to Ham and Riphath. Ham’s own tribe seems to 
be the Arawaks, who inhabited the Caribbean as well as the 
northern Amazonian territory. The name Arawak conceivably 
expands Ham’s Austronesian name Raki internally. Both names 
could derive from the root of Ham’s First Kish name Enme- 
baraggesi or Barakesi reduced to Bera at Amorite Sodom. The 
original form may have been something like Barawakesi. 
Godchecker.com names two creator gods of interest in the 
Arawak pantheon. The latter part of the name Aiomun-Kondi 
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“Dweller on High” (*) suggests Gunidu-Canaan, Ham’s son and 
Sidon’s father. The other creator Aluberi (Hubuiri, Haburi, 
Abore) could conceivably be the personified Libya of the Mizraim 
clan— the Lehabim or Lubim— a version of Noah. (#) 
[(#) EDITOR: Amongst the Arawaaks, Aluberi is the supreme being, 
and Kururumanny the god or patron (Schutz gott) of the 
Arawaak nation," etc. With regard to the former there is a very 
probable reference to him under the name of Hubuiri, some three 
centuries previously, in the Archivos de Indias: Patronato (quoted by 
Rodway in Timehri for 1895, p. 9), where, in an account of the 
Provinces and Nations of the Aruacas [Arawaks] by Rodrigo de 
Navarrete, the latter says: "From those whom I have frequently kept in 
my house, I have understood that their belief and object of adoration is 
the firmament or heavens, because they say that in the greater heaven 
there is a powerful lord and a great lady . . . when they die, their 
souls will go with Hubuiri, as they call the great and powerful lord 
in heaven." This same Alubiri, or Hubuiri, is still recognizable as 
Haburi (Sect. 9) in the stories related by me, and as Abore, the 
Warrau "Father of Inventions" in the legend told by Brett (BrB, 76). 
In his Arawak vocabulary the name for God is given by Schomburgk 
(SCR, II, 515) as Kururumanni: Brett (Br, 58), however, is more 
correct in saying. that it is the Warraus who "sometimes use the word 
‘Korroromana' when speaking of God; but it is doubtful what ideas some 
of them attach to that name." As a matter of fact, both of these would- 
be deities, Alubiri (Sect. 3) and Kororomanna (Sect. 19), were 
Arawak and Warrau Tribal Heroes, respectively. Similar remarks 
may be made of Makunaima and Pia (Sects. 29-41), and of 
Amalivaca (Sect. 42). The name Amalivaca is spread over a region of 
more than five thousand square leagues. Roth.p.116. 
The term Alubiri is but another form of the name Oruperi, the 
mythical Carib snake. Roth.p.117. ] 


Further reinforcement in the Caribbean comes from the 
Arawakan Lukayo of the Bahamas. The name matches Lycaon 
the Wolf son of Pelasgus son of the “first man” Inachus in 
Hellenic tradition. We will see that Ashkenaz headed the North 


American expedition beginning at the Mississippi Delta 


and ending back in the Muskhogean territory of the 
American Southeast. The Lukayo in effect act as a link between 


Muskhogean North America and Arawakan South America. 

The genetically oriented pantheon of South America can be 
outlined on the basis of Mahadevi’s sons and those of her 
antediluvian “sisters,” the remainder of the Mahadevi tetrad. The 
case for identifying Ham with Sumerian Dumuzi the Shepherd— 
and therefore Tammuz of the Hebrews and Tamusi of the Calina 
— will be explained in a later chapter. 

The Tukano can be read as a reduced version of the name 
Togarmah, precedented by Sumerian Tuge, Togarmah as a ruler 
of the Second Kish period. As a son of Noah and Mahadevi, 
Togarmah was a full brother to Ham; so the Tukano complement 
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the Arawaks of the same Amazonian region. Palmer shows the 
main concentration of Awawaks on the Lower River Negro and 
the Tukano near the source of the same river around the border 
of Brazil and Colombia. It is even possible that the name 
Togarmah is based on Ham’s Sumerian name Gurmu with the 
element “to” or “tu” prefixed for some reason in “Tugurmu.” If 
so, the form Tukano is explainable as a version of the name based 
on Ham’s reduction from Gurmu to Kham (“Tukanu”) the Amorite 
name Hanu, East Indian Kama and the like. An Arawakan tribe in 
eastern Peru, the Campas, might be read as evidence of an 
equation between the Arawakans and yam (Ham). Nyami-Abe 
is a moon god as is the Egyptian pantheon version of Ham, 
Zehuti-Thoth. An Arawakan tribe in eastern Peru, the Campas, 
although the name looks suspiciously like the Romance term 
camp- for a plain. One of the Amazonian tribes, the Guarani, 
takes its name from a Spanish epithet. 


Table 3.4 Sons of the Mahadevi Tetrad and Pantheon 
Names in South America [cp. Book 97] 


Tetrad’s 
Sons Father God Name Tribe Source Tribe 
Name Meaning 
Ham Noa Tamusi Calinag 
h O- 
Caribs 
Ripha Seb Tamula Dravidia Ta Parentage 
th a- n mil Changed 
[Indi Am Ss) to: 
an or Indi Riphath 
Shiva a Magan 
; oe 
on o 
oe Noah and 
ie Kali. 
Osiri Pilkey. 
aa Mesop. 
Asir. Timeline.p. 
M.Ti 20, 
me.p 
25 
Togar Noa Tuk 
mah h ano 
Mago Jap Mango- Andean 
g het Capac, Incas 
h Ayar 
Manco 
Heth Can Oman Yanoma 
aan ni 
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Peleg Ebe Pillan Auca 
r 
Cush Ha Tupan Auc 
m (Pan) a 
Phut Ha Iae Mamaiu 
m (Iapetus) ran 
Cana Ha Kuat Mamaiu 
an m (Ku) ran — 
--- --- “Dweller on 
Aiomun- Arawak High” (*) 
Kondi 


(*) EDITOR: Source: FOLK-LORE OF THE GUIANA INDIANS, 
Walter E Roth.p.116. 


INCAN CONNECTIONS 

The Inca hero god Mango-Capac is a son of the sun god 
Inti. The name Mango-Capac is the only god name I know to 
render the complete name Magog, in the form Magoc. Of course 
the name alone is insufficient to establish such an identity; but 
we can observe that the high sun god Inti would make a logical 
version of Magog’s father Japheth, the primary Egyptian sun god 
Atum Re. Inti’s children are known collectively under the name 
Ayar, an appropriate collective for the tight-knit group of Genesis 
10:2 “heroes” who joined Shelah-Marduk in the cause of 
Japheth’s city Uruk against Aratta. This group appears as the 
Bogatyri of the East Slavic Russians. Just four sons are identified 
as Ayar: Ayar Manco, another name of Mango-Capac; Ayar Cachi; 
Ayar Colo; and Ayar Acan. These four correspond neatly to 
the four members of the Japhethite group of Genesis 10:2 
who prove to be his personal offspring: his sons Gomer, 
Magog and Madai and the grandson Javan. Without a study 
of attributes, it is impossible to determine which of the Ayar sons 
are which Japhethites except for Magog. One of the Amazonian 
pantheons identifies a wind god Kari. The same name is given by 
the Teutons to a wind god among the three sons of Fornjot, 
including the sea god Hler (Welsh Llyr-Gomer) and fire god Logi, 
a version of Japheth’s son Madai. Magog also appears as the 
Satem Aryan wind god Rudra the Howler. Magog’s land among 
the Iranians, Hyrcania, clearly corresponds to the Carib wind god 
Hurricano, basis of our word “hurricane.” So the Amerindian 
pantheon south of North America identifies Magog four times 
over as Carib Hurricano, Amazonian Kari and Incan Mango- 
Capac and Ayar Manco. 

The case for Heth and Oman of the Yanomami is distinctive. 
“Oman” is identical to the Arabian locale where we have placed 
the Centum Aryans under Heth’s son Sirim. Whatever the 
Semitic etymology given “Oman,” the name became ethnic since 
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Ptolemy’s atlas names a tribe the Omamitae. I propose a bold 
explanation of this name as a somewhat corrupted reduction of 
Heth’s Sumerian name Ur-Nanshe in the mouths of non- 
Sumerians. An Old Testament name, Onan son of Judah, 
illustrates a similar reduction retaining the two nasals of the 
name Nanshe. The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia 
suggests that the name Onan is related to the name Onam, 
indicating that the nasals and labial nasal semi-vowels— n’s and 
m’s— in this name were in a state of flux. So we can posit the 
names Onan, Onam and Omam as various derivatives of “Ur- 
Nanshe” by nations unacquainted with the Sumerian etymology 
of the name. The tribe name Yanomami falls in line with the 
Omamitae. Elsewhere I have given the Arabian Omamitae an 
alternative explanation as Canaan’s mother Uma-Jobab; but the 
explanation is really the same since Heth’s patron goddess 
Nanshe is the same antediluvian white matriarch Uma. This 
hypothesis is reinforced by the plausible theory that Heth’s five 
“Sealand” sons were responsible for the colonization of the 
Arabian coast starting from the Gulf of Oman. The god Oman of 
the Yanomami is a creator god as Ur-Nanshe was, in fact, the 
creator of a dynasty at Lagash and of the Arabian system that 
colonized the outer world. 

Pillan of the Chilean Auca is a lucid version of Peleg. 
He is a volcano god in keeping with Peleg’s identity as the 
Sumero-Akkadian fire god Nergal-Irra. In the mythologies of the 
Andaman and Hawaiian islands, Peleg’s twin sister Bilika is 
identifiable with the Polynesian volcano goddess Pele. The 
Andamese identify Puluga and Bilika as male and female versions 
of the same deity. The resemblance of name between Pillan and 
Peleg is an added bonus. Pillan is also a god of thunder and 
lightning, identifying him with the Indo-European stock, 
consistent with Peleg’s identities as Frey, Cernunnus and the 
Prussian storm god Perkuna. As a god of destruction Pillan is 
pitted against the Auca god of stability, Guinechen. Naturally 
Peleg-Kingu was conceived as a god of destruction. The Auca are 
a Chilean tribe and presumably belong to the dominant Araucan 
stock of that land. The Araucans are a historically important race, 
whose name is evidently reflected in the name of the great 
Chilean pianist Claudio Arrau. Perhaps the most warlike of the 
South American races, the Araucans put up such a fight against 
the Spaniards that one result was an epic poem La Araucana. 
That warlike trait reinforces a conclusion that the Araucans 
represent the bearer of the Ninurtaship, Reu (Nimrod-Sargon) in 
the form “Arau.” We can account for Nimrod-Sargon’s 
genealogical name Reu as equivalent to Rau: the name is read 
Ragau in the Septuagint Greek Old Testament. 
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Mesoamerican Identities 

The best known part of the Amerindian pantheon is the set of 
ferocious Aztec gods whose bloody priests met the followers of 
Cortes in the 1520s. So great is the contemptuous hatred of 
many anthropologists for the Christian faith, that to maintain the 
standard vilification of the Christian iconoclast Cortes they have 
established a dogma that Aztec mass human sacrifice and 
cannibalism were nobly conceived by high religious deals— ideals 
supposedly superior to the great reality represented by the Cross 
of Christ. The Aztecs are honored as antagonistic to Christianity. 
In reviewing such names as Huitzilopochtli and Tezcatlipoca, we 
are describing some of the prime heroes of 20th century secular 
mankind. The ritual bloodletting of the teocallis [“Teocalli - a 
temple of ancient Mexico, usually built on a pyramidal mound] 
supposedly saves us from the redeeming blood of Christ. The 
horrors faced by Cortes and his iconoclastic brethren in Mexico 
foreshadowed the academic horrors faced by Christians in the 
modern world. 

The Mayan and Aztec pantheons should be traced back to 
Maia [also spelt “Maya”] herself, the Amerindian Mahadevi, 
“Great Goddess,” heiress of the cult of lamb sacrifice sourced in 
her ancestor Abel-Havilah, whose name both she and Ham bear 
in Genesis 10. Abel’s cult was the first form of the Christian faith 
in embryo; but something happened to it by the time we get to 
Huitzilopochtli, Tlaloc and Tezcatlipoca. One suspects that the 
bloody decapitations of the sons of Ham and the Javanites at 
Metelis had something to do with it. 

The Mayan pantheon of Guatemala reflects the Arabian 
dispersion system of the “Five Rivers of Hades.” Its supreme 
creator god Hunab-Ku is the father of Itzamna, who begets the 
four Bacabs assigned to the four cardinal directions. Although 
Hunab-Ku is Cush, his “son” Itzamna is Noah as his vassal in 
Genesis 10:7. The Bacabs not only represent the four directions 
but each favors a color representing one of the racial types of the 
Noahic world community. The color coding of the Bacabs differs 
from what we would expect from the four Ocean Dragon Kings— 
Ham’s four sons with black Cush in the north, yellow Mizraim in 
the east, red Phut in the south and white Canaan in the east. The 
four Bacabs are as follows: Mulac of the white north; Cauac of 
the yellow south; Kan of the red east; and Ix of the black west. 
Mulac, Kan and Ix suggest Noah’s three postdiluvian sons 
Tamula-Riphath, Kan-Tukano-Togarmah and Ix-Askenaz. 
The system implies that Ashkenaz and Riphath traded 
places, white Ashkenaz ruling blacks and black Riphath 
ruling whites. This exchange probably bears on the Balto- 
Slavic pantheon with its dualism of white Byelobog and 
black Chernobog. 
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Cauac poses an interpretive challenge. The only other sons of 
Noah occurring among in the Genesis 10 system are the three 
antediluvians. The one such son consistent with yellow-coded 
Cauac is Ham. In the Egyptian Ogdoad Ham appears as Heh and 
his wife Uma as Hauhet. The other relevant tradition is the 
division of the Chinese into the red-tinted Hakka in the south and 
yellow-tinted Han in the north. The name Han points to Ham’s 
Amorite name Hanu. The northern Han speak the Mandarin 
language answering to the Amorite name of Ham’s son Mizraim, 
Mandaru. The reddish Hakka make sense as representatives of 
his Bacab name Cauca where the red Amerindian Maya conceive 
of Ham as yellow relative to themselves and the yellow Chinese 
picture him as red in their context. 

The system of color-coded directions in the Bacab 
system results from the way the sons of Noah related to the 
four bodies of water surrounding Arabia. The positions were 
conceived progressively from concrete experience. The white 
north and yellow south are understandable as Centum Aryan 
Oman and the Sino-Tibetan colony of Hadramaut in sequence. 
The problem lies with the red and black polarity of the east and 
west. If we picture the Arabian system as a whole, we expect the 
red Amerindian colony on the Red Sea coast of Arabia to be 
oriented to the west rather than east. Of course we have also 
placed the black African protoplast at the Red Sea in Yemen; and 
that protoplast was headed west along with the Amerindians. The 
difficulty, therefore, boils down to the Bacab location of red Kan- 
Togarmah in the east rather than west. 

We are faced with the concept that the Amerindian 
protoplast, along with their fellow rebels the Centum Aryans, had 
originally been located in the east of Arabia before migrating on 
to the Red Sea. The sequence of white north and red east implies 
that the white Centum Aryans originally remained at the site 
established inside the Strait of Hormuz. It was the Amerindians 
who took the lead in settling at the first camp outside the Strait. 
Ptolemy’s Macae at the extreme east end of the peninsula 
emerge as a variation of “Maya,” the red matriarch as mother of 
Kan-Togarmah. The Amerindians, like the Centum Aryans, left 
the east for the west as a result of rebellion. 

The remainder of the Mayan pantheon, like that of the 
Aztecs, is difficult to interpret because, as Michael Smith in The 
Aztecs points out, these gods are unstable in identity compared, 
for example, to those of the Hellenic pantheon. It is quite 
possible that the gods of the Mayas and Aztecs were originally 
conceived as vengeful spirits of the slain of Metelis. That 
assumption would explain their hideous depictions and lust for 
perpetual mass murder. Of course we have also observed a 
theme of human sacrifice in the Teutates panel where it is 
attributed to Shem in a form known to the Greeks to propitiate 
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the gods for victory in battle. The Battles of Metelis and Teutates 
were twin manifestations of the same political and spiritual 
situation at the dawn of separatistic nationalism apart from the 
catholicity of the Noahic world community. The center of 
vengeance in Mexico and Guatemala coincided with the 
antediluvian parents of outraged Ham as embodied in the Nahua 
and Maya— at least nominally Noah and Mahadevi. 

Two difficulties impede an attempt to crack the code of 
the Aztec pantheon. None of the names even remotely 
resembles Old World counterparts; and the plurality-in-unity of 
the Mahadevi results in confusion among the Aztec maternal 
goddesses. Scholars recognize, for example, that the Pole Star 
goddess Cihuacoatl is sometimes confused with Coatlicue. In 
Table 9.1 of The Aztecs, Smith lists fourteen chief Aztec deities, 
each at the head of a complex of names grouped solely according 
to attributes. The list, adapted from H. B. Nicholson, is totally 
anthropological and without potential for euhemeristic treatment 
except through remote associations. In contrast the pantheon 
given by godchecker.com features maternity and enough 
genealogy to suggest euhemeristic values. The scheme offered 
here is conjectural and can be reviewed with attention to the 
Nicholson-Smith system. 

Smith’s observation about the difference between the 
protean Aztec pantheon and the stable Hellenic is very useful. No 
two ethnic traditions are alike in regard to how they preserve the 
Noahic heritage. In many cases a given tradition can be traced to 
the specific influence of a particular patriarch or matriarch. The 
Sumerian tradition bears the stamp of Sidon, who appears early 
and late as the god Enki and the priest-king Gudea. Later we will 
suggest that the Celtic tradition of the Gundestrup Caldron is 
owing to the specific viewpoint of Arphaxad I-Taranis. As for the 
Mesoamericans, it is not for nothing that Maia-Mahadevi was 
known to the Akkadians as Tiamat, goddess of confusion. 


Table 3.5 Conjectural Identities of the Aztec 
Pantheon [cp. Book 102] 


Deity Identity Sons 
Identities 

Cihuaco Mahadevi Mixcoatl Ham 

atl 

Mixcoat Ham Huitzilopo Canaan 

] chtli 

Coatlicu Uma Quetzalcoa Ashkena 

e tl Z 
Huitzilopo Canaan 
chtli 
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Xolotl Phut 
Ometec Shem Huitzilopo [Canaan 
uhtli chtli ] 

Xolotl [Phut] 
Omecih Mahadevi Quetzalcoa Ashkena 
uatl Tetrad tl Z 

Huitzilopo Canaan 

chtli Cush 

Tezcatlipo 

ca 


Uma of the Yumans of Mexico: We expect Mahadevi to be 
emphasized in the Amerindian tradition; but according to this 
analysis the Aztecs give as much importance to the White 
Matriarch Uma as Coatlicue. Uma is represented nominally by 
the Yumans at the northwestern corner of modern Mexico. They 
were placed there by the North American branch of the 
expedition under Uma’s son Ashkenaz. Mahadevi, as we have 
seen, accounts for the Mayans. The Yumans and Mayans are both 
independent linguistic stocks. The white and red races of Uma 
and Mahadevi derive from “Eve’s sons” Cain and Abel as defined 
and isolated by the text of Genesis 4. The blacks and yellows are 
the races of Adam and Seth as defined in Genesis 5. The two 
pairs of antediluvian “sisters,” despite being united in the 
Mahadevi tetrad, polarized to opposite ends of the earth by 
appearing separately there. Uma and Mahadevi dominate the 
Aztec pantheon as Coatlicue and Cihuacoatl with Omecihuatl 
representing the whole tetrad. Kali and Durga (Sheba-I) are 
represented by the black-and-yellow Austronesian stock with its 
black Melanesians and Papuans and its yellow Malaysians, 
Indonesians and Tagalas. Kali is the dominant goddess of India as 
mother of the Dravidians, celebrated explicitly in the city of 
Calcutta. The Aryans never succeeded in dislodging her from the 
foundation layer of black India. 

Smith explains that Nicholson has imposed an order of 
fourteen complexes on the Aztec deities according to a study of 
attributes. The question is whether Nicholson’s system is so well 
grounded in comprehensive facts that the total of fourteen can be 
treated as an early postdiluvian enumeration. The fourteen 
deities listed by Smith are 
Ometeotl (“Two god”, original creator),. Also, “Omiteolt”. 

[Wikipedia: Richard Haly (1992) uses the Nahuatl root omi 
("bone"), rather than ome ("two") and contends that Omitecuhtli 
was another name for Tonacatecuhtli and Mictlantecuhtli, both 


gods related to the creation of humans from dead bones. ] 
Tezcatlipoca (“Smoking Mirror,” omnipotent power, patron of 
kings), 
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Xiuhtecuhtli (“Turquoise lord,” hearth and fire), 
Tlaloc (a rain god), 
Centeotl (“Maize god”), 
Ometochtli (“Two rabbit,” fertility), or “Bone-rabbit”? 
Teteoinnan (“Mother of gods”), 
Xipe Totec (“Our lord with the flayed skin,” agriculture fertility), 
Tonatiuh (“He goes forth shining,” a sun god), 
Huitzilopochtli (“Hummingbird of the left or south,” war, 
sacrifice and hunting), 
Mixcoatl (“Cloud-serpent”), 
Mictlantecuhtli (“Lord of the place of death,” a god of the 
underworld), 
Quetzalcoatl (“Quetzal-feathered serpent,” creation, patron of 
priests) and 
Yacatecuhtli (“Nose-lord,” a god of commerce). 


The set of fourteen Noahic elite that fits the context in 
Mexico after 2168 is the six living sons of Noah and eight 
slain Javanites and Hamites. The Aztec pantheon emphasizes 
blood and death because of the scene at Metelis. In Table 3.5 we 
have. A discrepancy between the fourteen gods given by 
Nicholson and Smith and the Genesis 10 set I propose is that 
Smith lists one goddess among the fourteen. The _ best 
explanation is that Ham’s slain son Mizraim is omitted because of 
the superannuation of the Mizraim clan as colonial leaders after 
2168. Another awkward point is that I identify Phut with Xolotl in 
the Table 3.6 and with the distinct god of commerce in 3.7. 

Four of the males in Smith’s list are grouped together as 
gods of rain and agriculture. The tetrad available for 
identification with this group is the four slain Javanites. Because 
at least two of these served as predynastic Pharaohs before 2188, 
the Amerindians may have remembered them as Egyptians 
associated with the grain wealth of the Nile. They are Tlaloc (a 
well known grain god), Centeotl, Ometochtli and the flayed god 
Xipe Totec. Further study of the Javanites may enable us to 
identify each of these; but presently I am only able to tabulate 
them under the label “Javanites.” The god of the Aztec 
underworld Mictlan— Mictlantecuhtli— identifies with Riphath- 
Seba on the basis of Seba-Osiris-Asir’ identification with death 
and the Egyptian underworld. His brother Togarmah is Egyptian 
Sokar, also a god of the dead but identifiable with the “Turquoise 
lord” Xiuhtecuhtli. This god of the hearth was also known as the 
“old god.” Because Togarmah was a son of Noah and Mahadevi, 
he was probably the earliest born of all the postdiluvians, at least 
among the three of Genesis 10:3. 

A tabulation of the thirteen males of the Nicholson-Smith is 
given in Table 3.6. At the head of the group, Ometeotl identifies 
with Shem as the originator equivalent to Brahma the originator 
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in the East Indian pantheon. Shem transferred this distinction to 
the Amerindian tradition by adopting the sons of Ham as his 
substitute heirs as we will see in a moment. East Indian tradition 
has a bearing on Aztec religion because four of the complexes 
indicated by Smith correspond to the Hindu caste system: the 
war god Huitzilopochtli-Canaan, to the warrior Kshatriya caste; 
Riphath-Mictlantecuhtli, to the Sudra outcastes because of his 
character as Tamula, father of the Tamil Dravidians; 
Quetzalcoatl-Ashkenaz, to the high Brahmin caste because of his 
Aztec status as patron of priests; and Phut-Yacatecuhtli, to the 
merchant Kaikeya caste because of his Aztec character as god of 
merchants. As Iapetus, father of the Hellenes, Phut generated the 
chief mercantile people of the Indo-European Mediterranean 
world, counterparts to the Semitic Phoenicians. This Greek 
mercantile bias is aptly symbolized by the early trade town of 
Argos. 

Each of the thirteen names in the left column represents a 
complex or set of gods. Smith shows the Tezcatlipoca complex 
with twelve names which may or may not be identifiable with the 
god Tezcatlipoca. This god’s_ association with political 
sovereignty derives from Cush’s status in Genesis 10:7 as feudal 
lord of the four male survivors of the Flood. Japheth is the 
original sun god as Atum Re, creator of the “Hamitic” linguistic 
stock. Canaan appears as a god of war as Teutonic Tue, 
Polynesian Tu-matuenga, Aztec Huitzilopochtli. He handed this 
distinction down to the family of his red son Heth as displayed in 
the Stele of the Vultures at Lagash. 


Table 3.6 The Aztec Pantheon in the Nicholson-Smith 
Arrangement (cp. Book 104] 


Deity Identity Relevant Attribute 
Ometeotl, Shem originator of the gods 
Ometecuhtli 
Tezcatlipoca Cush patron of kings 
Xiuhtecuhtli Togarmah “old god” of the 

hearth 
Tlaloc Javanites gods of rain and 
Centeotl agriculture 
Ometochtli 
Xipe Totec 
Tonatiuh Japheth sun god 
Huitzilopocht Canaan war god 
li 
Mixcoatl Ham [genealogical 
alignment] 
Mictlantecuht Riphath god of the underworld 
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li 
Quetzalcoatl Ashkenaz god of priests 


Yacatecuhtli Phut god of commerce 


A comparison of information in Tables 3.6 and 3.7 results in 
an anomaly of historical importance. Ometecuhtli and 
Ometeotl are evidently the same deity, named “Two God” in 
the Aztec language. In 3.6 I note that Huitzilopochtli is given two 
different fathers in contradictory genealogical traditions. The 
table interprets these two fathers as Mixcoatl-Ham and 
Ometecuhtli-Shem. If so, Shem has somehow been reckoned a 
feudal father of two sons of Ham contrary to all known traditions 
to this point. The battles of Metelis and Teutates were so closely 
related in time in 2181 and 2178 that they were clearly 
associated in some way. An explanation implied by the Aztec data 
is that Shem-Teutates succeeded in making vassals of the six 
sons of Ham prior to their murders in order to cancel the Inanna 
succession by replacing his six heirs from Shelah through Nahor 
with these Hamites. The anti-Akkadian cause had reached such a 
dire pitch. We now understand Nahor-Narmer’s murder of the 
six. Just as Peleg caused the Aratta schism in order to secure the 
Inanna succession that made him Shem’s fourth imperial heir, 
Narmer (Nahor) murdered the Hamites to secure the Inanna 
succession that made him Shem’s seventh imperial heir. 

A basic difficulty in confirming any of the Mayan or Aztec 
identities is that none of these names is cognate with matching 
names in the Old World. We have not found anything comparable 
to South American Tamusi, Tamula, Pillan or even the more 
remote Oman. What that circumstance suggests is that, after 
settling ancestors of the South American tribes in Guiana, 
leaders of the Amerindian expedition invented a new set of 
names when they landed in Guatemala and Mexico. In doing so, 
they sought to erase memories of the Hamite patriarchs as men 
living in the Old World and replaced them with a set of enraged 
spirits of the dead. This concept is associated with the Aztec idea 
that blood sacrifices were needed to propitiate these gods from 
destroying the world as they had four times before. The Aztecs 
thought of themselves as living in a fifth age of the world. The 
new names of the gods formed a self-contained unit appropriate 
for this fifth age. 

Such a concept of ages arose from the steady Noahic 
attention to isochronic eras, notably the standard module of 
thirty years. By what logic, then, did the Aztecs locate themselves 
specifically in a fifth age? The colonization of America took place 
at some 
time after the death of Noah in 2168, 350 years after the Flood. 
The number 350 is divisible by five and indicates eras of seventy 
years. The Mayan term “vucub,” incorporated in the god name 
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Vucub-Caquix and others, means “seven” as though the culture 
were obsessed with that number. Noah’s death in 2168 meant 
that the fifth age of the sequence began in 2238. According to 
our summary chronology, that date fell six years after the rise of 
Sargon’s Akkadian Empire and five before his conquest in Ionia. 
Because the entire body of Noahic princes turned against the 
Akkadian Empire, some alienating act of tyranny by Sargon in 
2238 could have been interpreted as the cataclysm that ended 
the fourth age of the Aztec scheme. The people of Ham’s son 
Coeus established the anti-Akkadian regime of Gutium in 2218. 
That establishment served among other things to define the “fifth 
age” that then became a traditional specious present framework 
for the Aztecs. 

The Five Ages: As the Amerindian founders of the Aztec 
tradition saw it, the world had been previously destroyed four 
times in each seventy-year period extending back to the seminal 
catastrophe of Noah’s Flood. The end of the third such era 210 
years after the Flood set the scene for the great Hamite disaster 
of the Uruk-Aratta War. The earlier, second era encompassed 
both the sin of Ham and closely linked Tower of Babel event. In a 
Mayan artifact, the image of a sun god with his tongue hanging 
out demanding blood symbolized the violent status quo of the 
fifth period when Naram Sin went on a warlike rampage, 
Manistushu waged war against thirty-two Noahic princes in 
Arabia and Naram Sin as Narmer (Nahor) murdered the Hamites 
and Javanites at Metelis. The Celtic image of Teutates drowning a 
victim in a vat figures as a premise behind the notion of a 
threatened flood to be averted by blood. Because the Marduk 
Epic pictures the general dispersion of mankind as the effusion of 
Kingu’s blood, leaders of the Amerindian expedition thought of 
themselves as being on a “blood mission,” hence the premise of 
averting disaster by mass human sacrifice. After all, the exiled 
protoplasts of the Arabian scheme had to be persuaded to submit 
to this fate in order to save the world from a genocidal war that 
would erase all human life. To accomplish this end, they had to 
descend to the realm of Hades, hence the vivid conception of hell 
in the Aztec Mixtlan as in Chinese Feng-Du. 

This concept of a fifth age clearly represented an instance of 
Noahic dispensationalism incorporated, as we later show, in the 
lunar Nannaship through the mutability symbol of phases of the 
moon. It is significant that the Egyptians conceived of Ham 
as the moon god Zehuti-Thoth and that Ham built the 
great lunar temple at Ur in his Sumerian role as Ur- 
Nammu late in the 22nd century. By the “fifth age,” he had 
already been indoctrinated in radical change by all the disasters 
we have named. Naram-Sin-Narmer (Nahor) was also an intense 
devotee of the lunar cult and handed down that dispensational 
awareness to his son Terah and grandson Abraham. If someone is 
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tempted to throw up holy hands in horror against associating the 
sacred name of Abraham with Narmer (Nahor)’s savagery, he 
must be reminded that Abraham was a polygamist involved in the 
prospect of human sacrifice at the direct command God. The one 
point that Thomas Paine got right is that by the 1790s Christians 
under the influence of Enlightenment values had no grasp of the 
actual blood-and-thunder logic of the Bible. In the 19th century, 
Herman Melville observed the same habit of mind among “white 
Christians” and wrote Moby Dick to demonstrate the ferocious 
realities preserved among the pagans but banished from the 
minds of 19th century Christians in the absence of rigorous 
Calvinism. This novel, coupled with the position Melville takes on 
quasi-Calvinist perceptiveness in his review of Hawthorne’s 
Mosses from an Old Manse, serves as a good introduction to the 
“Wisdom of the Aztecs.” Melville learned this lesson among the 
cannibals of Polynesia as he testifies in his novel Typee. 


Colonization of North America 
[ED. North American Indian Uto-Aztecans “Shoshones” of Obal, son of Utu- 
Shamash = Sino-Tibetan Arphaxad-I. 

Moon Gods: The data of native North America differs as 
fundamentally from the Mayan-Aztec pantheon as that pantheon 
differs from the South American. The distinction among North, 
South and Mesoamerica are not just geographic but cultural, at 
least in regard to Noahic memorials. The South Americans give 
us an array of significant pantheon names without much 
guidance from the tribe names. Mesoamerica yields an almost 
inscrutable pantheon with a few significant tribe names. North 
America offers some valuable pantheon data along with a 
transparent and complete pattern of tribe names starting with 
the astonishing Caddoans. A Caddoan link to Sidon-Karibu-Ea 
is confirmed by the Pawnee moon god Pah, a probable 
version Sidon-Ptah. Just as Ham was converted into the moon 
god Zehuti by the Egyptians, Sidon became a moon god 
among the Pawnee. A possible Muskhogean version of Sidon 
is Sint-Holo, an invisible serpent god associated with 
language and literature as Sidon clearly was. The serpent 
image suggests the Cernunnus panel serpent, which represents 
the Lower Euphrates and therefore the land dominated by 
Sidon’s sea temple at Eridu. 


SHEMITE LINE AND N. AMERICAN TRIBAL NAMES 

Major tribe names in North America outline much of the 
line of Shem as given in Genesis 11. The ruler and guide of the 
North American expedition was Ashkenaz. To begin with 
Ashkenaz’ own North American people, we recall that his 
followers north of the Himalayas included Scythians. The 
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suggestion of that ethnic name is that “Ashkenaz” became 
“Askuth” and then “Skuth.” The same root explains the major 
tribe name Dakota, which also appears in the forms Lakota and 
Nakota, identifying “Kota” as the root of the name. Additional 
versions of the name include Gutian Yarlaganda and the chief 
Dakotan god Wakanda or Wakan-Tanka. This patriarch’s 
association with the Shemite bias of North America is reinforced 
in several ways beginning with the fact that Ashkenaz was 
Shem’s postdiluvian full brother. Hellenic tradition makes 
the Scythian eponym “Scythes” a son of Herakles, one of 
the chief two Hellenic versions of Shem. Although “Scythes” 
represents Shem’s son Uz rather than Noah’s son Ashkenaz, 
there were actually two branches of the Scythian race, one 
identified as “royal Scyths.” One of the two represents Shem’s 
son and the other his full brother. 

Utu, Shamash, Obal: It is commonly recognized that the 
Uto-Aztecans of the American West speak a language akin 
to Sino-Tibetan. In confirmation of that view, the tribe name 
“Ute” points to Utu-Shamash, son of Arphaxad I, who was Shem’s 
son and heir and the primary Sino-Tibetan patriarch, the Jade 
Emperor. The Uto-Aztecans share the western half of the United 
States with the Dakotans. Both Arphaxad and Ashkenaz possess 
Persian names in keeping with the premise that the Sino- 
Tibetans inhabited Persia before being forced to migrate to 
Hadramaut and the Indus. The existence of the Hebrew name 
“Samson,” based on Shamash, adds a terminal “on,” serving to 
identify the Uto-Aztecan Shoshones with Shamash. So the 
Uto-Aztecan stock represents, not only Arphaxad’s son, but 
this son’s names in two different Old World languages, the 
Sumerian of Utu and the Akkadian of Shamash. These 
observations rival the Caddoan match to the Javanites in 
displaying the astonishing transparency of North American tribes 
in reproducing parts of the Noahic heritage. 

Palmer’s 1957 map of “Indian America” shows the Shoshone 
and Utes east of the Great Salt Lake in Utah. The Teton and 
Yankton Dakota are located on either bank of the River Missouri 
at about the same latitude. No tribes are shown at the same 
latitude intervening between the Shoshone and Dakota; so it is 
appropriate to regard them as complementary. The northernmost 
Caddoan tribe, the Pawnee with their revelatory name 
Darazhazh-Tarshish, is shown west of a point farther down the 
Missouri. The Shoshonean stock also includes the Comanche of 
the prairies of Texas, the Bannock, the Hopi and tribes extending 
across Southern California to the Pacific. Palmer locates the 
Western Shoshone and Paiutes south of the Great Salt Lake and 
northwest of the Hopi. Palmer also shows the Dakotan Sioux as a 
major presence west of the lower Mississippi and north of the 
Caddo. Although the Dakotans are the main people of the Great 
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Plains, tribes of the Siouan linguistic stock once held parts of 
Virginia, the Carolinas and the Gulf Coast. The Dhegiha division 
of the Siouan stock includes the Omaha, Ponca, Quapaw, Osage 
and Kansa; the Chiwere group, the Iowa, Oto and Missouri; the 
Hidatsa-Crow group; the Mandan group; the Winnebago group; 
the Biloxi group; and the Eastern Sioux group, including the 
Monacan, Catawba, Tutelo, Saponi, Occaneechi and Manahoac. 


All these are the people of Ashkenaz, Noah’s son by Uma 
but represented by people of Amerindian race. Ashkenaz 


placed his stamp on these people, not as their physical 
ancestor but as their guide just as he was for the yellow Ural- 
Altaics of Siberia. 

An important point is that the Biloxi group held the Gulf 
Coast of Mississippi. That means that this widespread Siouan 
stock, which we attribute to the general leader Ashkenaz, 
complemented the Eyeish of Louisiana and Caddo of Texas, both 
derived from vassals of Javan, who like Ashkenaz were secondary 
vassals of Japheth. Much of the remainder of the West was held 
by Uto-Aztecans derived from Ashkenaz’ “fellow Persian” 
Arphaxad. These data are consistent with the view that Ashkenaz 
and his followers landed at the mouth of the Mississippi 
just as they left the mouth of the Niger where the followers 
of Olorun-Nimrod settled. As a further reflection on that 
casual African-Amerindian association, the Mesoamerican god 
Votan, the “Old Black Man,” could very well have left his 
name to the River Volta west of the Niger. Riphath was 
styled “old” for the same reason as his fellow Gomerite 
Togarmah, known as the old hearth god Xiuhtecuhtli 
among the Aztecs. Riphath and Togarmah qualified as “old” 
because they were sons of Noah. 


SHEMITES IN N. AMRERICA 

The remainder of North America was populated by tribes 
representing the Shemite line of Genesis 11. With Arphaxad’s 
presence established by the Uto-Aztecans, the weakest link in the 
chain is the patriarch Shelah-Marduk. The reading “Salah” 
given by some texts points to the Salish of the Northwest 
Pacific Coast. Other tribes of this group include the Tlinkit, 
Haida, Tsimshian, Kwakiutl, Nootka, Bella Coola and 
Chinook. The great native stock of Western Canada is the 
Athapascan. The name resembles the Hellenic version of 
Shelah’s son Eber— Athamas, named Atys by the Phrygians 
and Tamas by the East Indians. The original homeland of this 
stock is believed to have been the Yukon and Mackenzie Rivers; 
but member tribes migrated as far south as central Mexico. 
These tribes include the Chippeweyan, Kuchin, Taculli, 
Sarsi, Hupa, Navajo, Apache, Jicarilla, Mescalero and 
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Lipan. 

To complete the upper part of the Shemite line, it must be 
remembered that Shelah’s actual father was Sidon, whose 
title Karibu is represented by the Caribs and whose grandsons 
are the Javanites, some by Shelah-Belus. Thus the Javanite 
Caddoans also belong to this great North American 
representation of the upper imperial line of Shem. Caribs are 
not just a tribe but constitute a distinct Cariban linguistic 
stock. Both our word “cannibal” and the character Caliban of 
Shakespeare’s The Tempest derive from this source. These 
derivations result from the primary contact between Native 
Americans and European explorers beginning with Columbus in 
1492. At the opposite, northwestern extreme of the continent, 
the original homeland of the Athapascans on the Yukon and 
Mackenzie is suggestive. The prodigious maritime feats achieved 
by the expedition in reaching the Niger and Mississippi imply 
that they may have crossed the continent at some point, retaining 
their ship-building skills, and voyaged up the West Coast, first to 
settle Shelah’s division at the Columbia and then Eber’s 
Athapascan division at the Yukon in Alaska. This implication 
suggests how the rest of the continent was then colonized 
by three great eastern stocks: Peleg’s Iroquoians, Reu- 
Sargon’s Algonquians and Joktan’s Muskhogeans. 


IROQUOIANS - Akkadian Peleg, IRRA, GIRA, Sumerian NER.GAL 

More restricted in range than the Algonquians, the 
Iroquoians take their name from the Akkadian pantheon 
version of Peleg, the fire god Irra or Gira, Sumerian 
Nergal. The Shemite line below Peleg is synonymous with the 
Akkadian Empire. Reu, Serug and Nahor can be called the 
“Akkadian Shemites.” The Iroquoian linguistic stock is divided 
into two branches, the northern and southern. The northern are 
dominated by the Iroquois proper, consisting of the “Five 
Nations” confederated in the region of New York in the 16th 
century. The dominant southern Iroquoians are _ the 
Cherokee, who possess a Genesis 11 identity of their own: the 
Shemite Serug (Emperor Manishtushu). The linguistic association 
of grandfather Peleg and grandson Serug establishes a principle 
of two-generation pairing occurring at several points in the North 
American system. In the case of Serug and Peleg, this association 
in the Old World explains Serug-Manishtushu’s rebellion against 
his father Sargon as described by Waddell from an East Indian 
source. 


MUSKHOGEAN - Joktan, Meshech-Meskiaggasher 
Another independent’ linguistic stock is_ the 
Muskhogean spread across the southeastern United States. 
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Once again a major name of the line of Shem is clearly indicated: 
Joktan, who belongs to the imperial line although he does not 
carry it to the next generation. The Muskogee represent 
Joktan’s Japhethite-Sumerian name Meshech- 
Meskiaggasher. Another Muskhogean tribe, the Choctaw, offer 
evidence that the Hebrew name means more than it appears to. 
In Hebrew, the name Joktan starts with a “y” and is a verb form 
meaning “He Shall Be Made Small,” in apparent defiance of the 
way this patriarch is given so many feudal sons in Genesis 10. 
But the name Choctaw, in this context, suggests that the Hebrew 
form is a pun on a “foreign” name originally pronounced 
“Tshoktan.” The Arabian version of this patriarch, Khitan, avoids 
the issue by omitting the first consonant. Additional 
Muskhogean tribes are the Creeks, Seminoles, Chickasaws, 
Natchez, Hitchiti and Koasati. 


ALGONQUIANS - Sargon, Orion, Ion, Helius 

The Algonquians are the most ubiquitous linguistic stock of 
North America, filling in the intervals left by the Iroquoians and 
Dakotans. The name Algonquin is cognate both with 
“Sargon” and with still another version of this patriarch 
Nimrod in addition to Orion, Ion and Helius: Argos, eponym 
of the Argives of the city of Argos on the Greek side of the 
Aegean. An important Algonquian tribe the Shawnee matches 
Schoeneus, a son of Argos. The Algonquins proper inhabited 
Quebec province in Canada. Their alliance with France resulted 
in their defeat by the Iroquois. Algonquian tribes in various 
parts of the continent include the Cheyenne, Cree, 
Delaware, Fox, Kickapoo, Massachuset, Miami, Mohican, 
Musi, Narraganset, Ojibway, Ottawa, Pequot and 
Potawatami. Two of these tribes, the Cree and Musi, suggest a 
strong link to Ham as implicit grandfather of Reu-Sargon- 
Nimrod. The Cree answer to one of Ham’s six Titan sons, Creus; 
and the Musi echo Ham’s South American pantheon name 
Tamusi. 

If the Athapascan stock reached the Yukon by sea in an 
extension of the main Amerindian expedition in the north, they 
may well have brought the Algonquians, Iroquoians and 
Muskhogeans with them. Palmer’s map shows the Central Cree, 
Maskegon Cree, Swampy Cree and the Blackfoot spread 
westward from James Bay to a point in Alberta. The Mackenzie 
River flows northwestward to the Beaufort Sea from Great Slave 
Lake just north of the border of Alberta. This extension suggests 
that the Algonquian zone takes up where the original Athapascan 
leaves off. The two stocks represent another two-generation 
association, in this case, between Eber and Reu. Passing James 
Bay in its route southeastward from the Mackenzie, the 
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expedition logically reached the Great Lakes and established the 
Iroquoians to the east of them. Because Joktan like Peleg was a 
son of Athapascan Eber, the expedition extended southeastward 
from the Mackenzie to the Mexican Gulf to form its limit with the 
Muskhogeans derived from a son of Eber. 

This North American process is outlined in two tables, one 
emphazing patriarchal origins and the other focusing more 
narrowly on Ashkenaz’ isochronic scheme of colonization. The 
first table includes the Cariban stock outside North America as 
introductory complement to the Caddoan Javanites from the 
family of Sidon-Karibu. The Caribbean is linked to Ashkenaz by 
the Awakan Lukayo of the Bahamas representating his son 
Lycaon. Table 3.7 is as follows: 


Table 3.7 Identities of North American Linguistic 
Stocks [cp. Book 111] 


Patriarch Linguistic Stock Focal Tribes 
Location 
Sidon Cariban Carib Antilles 
Javanites Caddoan Eyeish Louisiana 
Caddo Texas 
Pawnee Nebraska 
Ashkenaz Dakotan Dakota Great Plains 
Sioux Texas 
Arphaxad Uto- Utes Utah-Colorado 
I through Aztecan Shoshone Utah-Wyoming 
Obal Hopi Arizona 
Comanche Texas 
Shelah Norhweste Salish Oregon 
rm Coast 
Eber Athapascan Athabasca Yukon River 
Mackenzie 
Navajo River 
Apache Arizona 
Arizona, New 
Mexico, 
Texas 
Peleg North Iroquois New York 
Iroquoian 
Joktan Muskhogea Muskogee Alabama 
n Choctaw Misissippi 
Seminole Florida 
Reu Algonquian Algonquin Quebec 
Ss Cree Manitoba 
Ojibway Ontario 
Potawatami Michigan 
Shawnee Tennessee 
Serug South Cherokee North Carolina 
Iroquoian 
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Nahor Nahuatl Aztecs Mexico 
Uto- 
Aztecan 


A detail from the Old World suggests how the Athapascan Navajo 
got their name. In the mythology of East Semitic Babylon, Shelah 
and his son Eber are named Bel and Nebo or Nabu. Therefore 
“Navajo” implies a Semitic name of Eber as opposed to the Indo- 
European basis of “Athapasca” in Athamas and Tamas. Neither 
Semitic nor Aryan, the Amerindians sometimes adopted such 
names as “foreign” as in the case of Tamusi, Tamula, Musi and 
Cree received from Sumerian, Dravidian and Indo-European 
sources. 

Ashkenaz’ most difficult achievement was to cross the 

continent from the Mississippi to the Pacific and construct new 
ships capable of reaching the Columbia, 
Yukon and Mackenzie. Whether the sea between the Yukon and 
Mackenzie was even passable in the third millennium BC is 
unknown to me. One mythological tradition seems to refer 
directly to these exploits. The creator god Kwikumat of the Yuma 
is said to have arisen from the sea and created the world. The 
Yumas belong to another independent linguistic stock 
including the Cocopas, Comeyers, Maricopas, Mojaves, 
Tontos and Seris. Palmer’s map locates the Yumas and Mojaves 
around the border of southern Arizona and California, the 
Maricopas around the northern border of Sonora and the 
Cocopas in northern Baja California. On the face of it, the name 
Yuma suggests Uma, the antediluvian White Matriarch, mother of 
Shem, Japheth and Ashkenaz. Obviously the Yumas are racial 
Amerindians, not whites; but the traditional relationship still 
holds true if we assume that Kwikumat represents white 
Ashkenaz as leader of the expedition. 

The position of the Yumans indicates a point at which the 
Pacific could easily be reached. The latitude of New Orleans at 
30 N is the same as northern Sonora and Baja California. We 
have suggested that the expedition crossed the Atlantic from the 
mouth of the Niger to the coast of Guiana along a uniform line of 
latitude before working its way up the coast northwestward to 
higher latitude. As a traditional practice, a migration along a 
single latitude westward from the Mississippi Delta to Sonora 
seems indicated as it was along the 60th parallel in Ashkenaz’ 
Siberia. Latitude is easily observed within a given season by the 
elevation of a bright star such as Canopus. Knowledge of the 
stars in all seasons makes the determination of latitude an easy 
matter; and much of the year Canopus can be observed at some 
time during the night. All that is needed to estimate latitude is 
the wisdom to observe it at its highest elevation during the night. 
Higher latitudes mean lower positions in the sky for such a star. 
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In season Canopus is easily observable in Dallas, Texas, about 
the same latitude as Yuma, Arizona, around 34 N. So the viability 
of Ashkenaz’ migration beginning in 2162 depends on his ability 
and that of his followers to cross from the Mississippi Delta to 
Yuma and then build ships on the Pacific Coast. As for the Yuman 
stock, Ashkenaz’s personal identification with the Dakotan stock 
means that the Yumans must be identified with some other white 
patriarch belonging to the Shemite line. The most relevant is 
Shem, founder of the colony at the Mississippi. 

During this westward trek the Caddoan linguistic stock was 
left behind in Louisiana with the Eyeish. A part of this stock 
must have been commissioned to guard the ships needed for the 
return voyage to the Old World. The Yuman stock, assigned 
nominally to Shem, presumably held their position around 30 N 
without accompanying the rest of the expedition up the Pacific 
Coast. In view of Ashkenaz’ reign as Yarlaganda in Gutium, his 
isochronic system lasted twenty years from 2162 to 2142 in 
either five periods of four years or four periods of five years. The 
most workable is the shorter module of four years allowing the 
last term from 2146 to 2142 for Ashkenaz to re-cross the Atlantic, 
migrate to Gutium and begin his reign as Yarlaganda. To suggest 
that a breed of humans who lived lives of a half millennium were 
physically capable of such rigorous travels under “primitive” 
conditions is a truism— but one unknown to a learned civilization 
morally incapable of giving credence to the biblical record of 
these longevities. 

Analysis of an ideal North American itinerary on the one 
hand and ethnographic facts on the other indicates that 
secondary branches of the expedition extended from the 
Mississippi Delta to the Great Plains and from Baja California to 
Utah. In fact each movement of the main expedition was 
paralleled by a secondary branch under separate leadership. This 
secondary body of leaders is clearly specified in the Dakotan 
tradition of Wakanda as we will see. The Dakotans remained at 
the Mississippi and, while the main body moved westward, 
migrated up the Mississippi-Missouri to the Great Plains. The 
Uto-Aztecans were left behind among the Yumans and proceeded 
up the Colorado River to Western Colorado and eastern Utah. 
The second stage of the main expedition under Ashkenaz made 
their way by sea to the Mackenzie. In the third stage the 
commander guided the Iroquoians and Muskhogeans to Lake 
Ontario while a secondary leader brought Algonquians to Lake 
Superior. The last stage of the main expedition, now reduced to 
Muskhogeans, advanced down the Atlantic coast to the 
southeastern region and Gulf of Mexico while the final secondary 
branch with additional Algonquians including the Shawnee 
proceeded from Lake Superior to the Ohio River. 

The chronological and geographic process can be outline as 
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follows: 


Table 3.8 Isochronic Colonization of North America 
[cp. Book 114] 


Dates Terminals Route 
Stock 
216 Mississippi Delta 30" parallel Yumans 
2- to Baja California 
215 
8 
216 Missipippi Delta to Mississippi- Dakotans 
2- Upper Missouri Missouri 
215 
8 
215 Baja California to Pacific Coast- Salish- 
8- Mackenzie River Rocky Athapasca 
215 Mountains ns 
4 
215 Baja California to Colorado River Uto- 
8- Colorado-Utah Aztecans 
215 
4 
215 Mackenzie to Lake Great Slave Lake- Iroquoian 
4- Ontario Lake Winnebago Ss 
215 
0 
215 Mackenzie to Lake Great Slave Lake- Algonquia 
4- Superior James Bay ns 
215 (Cree) 
0 
215 Lake Ontario to East Coast Muskhoge 
0- Gulf of Mexico ans 
214 
6 
215 Lake Superior to Upper Mississippi Algonquia 
0- Ohio ns 
214 (Shawnee) 
6 


The secondary migrations required additional leadership. 
The Dakotan tradition of Wakanda or Wakan-Tanka gives us 
precisely the evidence we need to picture these subordinate 
leaders. Wakanda is said to have divided himself progressively 
into four sets of four gods each. None of the sixteen gods except 
Wakanda is named; but three of the tetrads are labeled: the 
second “companions,” the third “related ones” and the fourth, 
“godlike ones.” The four sets confirm the premise that the 
process consisted of four stages beginning in 2162, 2158, 2154 
and 2150. The Dakotan tradition reflects so strongly on the great 
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North American expedition that it qualifies for recognition beside 
the chief traditions of the ancient Middle East. Most of the fifteen 
additional leaders were probably not members of the Genesis 10 
elite at this late stage in Noahic history. 

Because of the branch migrations, the process consisted of 
eight parts— one for each pair of figures in this 
embodiment of Wakanda. To begin at the end of the 
process, Ashkenaz and one other leader out of the original 
fifteen brought the Muskhogeans to the Ashkenaz and one 
other leader out of the original fifteen brought the Muskhogeans 
to the Gulf Coast in 2146. We are faced with two possibilities. 
Either this other leader belonged to the first set of four or 
derived from the final set of the “godlike.” The myth states that 
Wakanda kept dividing himself throughout the process, meaning 
that he was not necessarily a permanent member of the first set 
of four. Instead he kept naming sets of four as he went along, 
splitting the first four into pairs and ordering the first pair to 
proceed up the Mississippi with the Dakotans. At Baja California 
he sent the second pair up the Colorado with the Uto-Aztecans, 
left two of these at Baja and brought the other two with him to 
the Mackenzie. There he named the four “related ones” and sent 
all four with the double-sized Algonquian group to Lake Superior 
so that two of them could proceed on their own in the final stage 
to the Ohio. This use of all four “related ones” as a separate body 
to accompany the Algonquians may explain the hostility between 
that stock and the Iroquoians in historic times. Ashkenaz left the 
remaining pair of “companions” with the Athapascans in the far 
northwest, named the four “godlike” to complete the process and 
brought them with him to Lake Ontario where two settled with 
the Iroquoians at Lake Ontario and then brought the last pair 
with him to Muskhogean territory. 

This use of pairs explains a theme of dualism evident 
throughout the stocks. To begin with, the Caddoans were the 
people left at the Lower Mississippi by Shem when Ashkenaz 
replaced him. A pair of their own leaders accounts for the 
difference in location between the Eyeish and Caddo in the south 
and Pawnee in Nebraska. The pair assigned to the Dakotans 
explains the Dakotas proper in the north and the Sioux farther 
south. The Yumans are a more tight knit stock; but the pair 
assigned to them could account for the local difference between 
the Yuma and Mojave in the north and the Maricopa in Sonora 
and Cocopa in Baja California. The Uto-Aztecan pair translates 
into the distinct Utes, who remained at the original settlement 
point west of the Upper Colorado, and Shoshone and Paiutes, 
who migrated farther afield. 

The Athapascans divide easily into the ones remaining in 
western Canada and those who migrated southward in 


116 


Kingship AT Its Source 

comparatively recent times such as the Navajo of Arizona. In 
effect the Navajo retraced their original steps from Yuman 
Arizona to the Mackenzie and back again. The Iroquoians split 
into the Iroquois proper and the Cherokee to the south. The 
oversized Algonquians divided twice in keeping with their 
leadership by all four of the “related ones.” In the north they are 
distinguished by the St. Lawrence River into the Canadian Cree 
and Algonquin and New England tribes such as the Narragansets 
and Massachusets. In the south Algonquians are distinguishable 
into the Shawnee near the Cherokee south of the Ohio and tribes 
north of the Ohio such as the Kickapoo and Miami in Ohio and 
the Potawatami in Michigan. In the final case the Muskogheans 
may or may not display such a duality in the Choctaw, Chickasaw 
and Natchez in the west and Seminoles in the east. The Dakotans 
remember the scheme, not because they accompanied the whole 
expedition, but because Ashkenaz designed it abstractedly at the 
Mississippi before the Dakotans left for the Great Plains. That is 
why the sixteen leaders are given no names except for the leader 
Wakanda. 

In this tradition four brothers derive from an unnamed 
mother: Nanabozho, Chipiapoos, Chakekenapok and the 
latest born Wabasso. The Great Rabbit Nanabozho or 
Manabush calls to mind Ham’s son Phut, the rabbit god Un of the 
Egyptians. Wabasso suggests a cognate to Ashkenaz’ Amorite 
name Abazu. Phut and Ashkenaz were both sons of Uma. If this 
logic holds true, Chipiapoos and Chakekenapok must also have 
been sons of Uma. The other white patriarchs of comparable 
generation were Canaan, Madai and Mash. Nanabozho is said to 
have destroyed Chakekenapok with stag antlers. These two 
antagonists pair off as the full brothers Phut and Canaan. 
Nanabozho is described as protector of the living; whereas 
Chipiapoos dies and becomes protector of the dead. Instead of 
coordinating Chipiapoos’ death with Nanabozho’s on-going life, it 
is possible to see these themes as a timeless sequence referring 
to the death of Madai in a duel in 2178 after Phut’s death, under 
different circumstances, in 2181. 

The antagonism between Nanabozho and 
Chakekenapok refers to some development prior to the deaths 
of all the sons of Ham in 2181. Phut and Canaan must have fallen 
out in a way that impressed the ancestors of the Algonquians. 
The stag antlers recall those of Peleg’s in the Cernunnus panel. 
Their employment by Nanabozho implies the role of Phut’s 
Hellenes either before or after the Uruk-Aratta War. The most 
logical setting is the shortlived “Titan Empire” of the sons of 
Ham when the Hellenes were located under Phut at Aratta and 
the Teutons under Canaan in proto-Assyria (See Table 11.1). The 
Amerindian protoplast was witness to this development because 
they had shared Lagash with the Teutons. Evidently the Hellenes 
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conspired with stag-antlered Peleg-Cernunnus to join them at 
Aratta and thus undermined Canaan-Anu’s effort to make a stable 
“Titan Empire” the capstone of his theft of the Anship from Noah. 
Phut and the Hellenes must have been allied with Noah to some 
extent in order to gain access to Aratta, built by Noah. Of the 
four Algonquian half-brothers Chipiapoos is Madai; Wabasso, 
Ashkenaz; Chakekenapok, Canaan; and Nanabozho, Phut. 

The Algonquian “brothers” Glooskap and Maslum (or 
Malsumis) appear to be Lehab- and Masluh- of the Mizraim clan 
— Noah and Japheth— fathers of the ancient Libyans and 
Massylians of North Africa. Reinforcement comes from the 
Algonquian name of their creator Tabaldak. That name recalls 
Tabal north of Musri in the northwestern end of the Assyrian 
Empire. “Tabaldak” figures as the Amerindian name of the 
patriarch Musri-Mizraim. The creation of Glooskap and Maslum, 
in this case, means the feudal oaths that made Noah and Japheth 
vassals of Mizraim as they were of Cush. As co-vassals they are 
interpreted as brothers rather than father and son. 

For some reason the Algonquians picture Maslum as evil. 
Why would they consider Japheth an evil god? It can only be 
because they remembered the bitterness of the Uruk-Aratta War 
when the Amerindian matriarch Tiamat-Mahadevi became the foe 
of Japheth, founder of Uruk and lord of the eight heroes who 
fought them. Because this view of Japheth hardly prevailed 
throughout the entire Amerindian stock where Japheth 
sometimes appears as a venerated sun god, it tells us something 
about the Algonquians in particular. Their adoption of Nimrod’s 
name Sargon-Argos means that the Akkadians carried forward 
into the 23rd century Peleg’s motive to preserve the Inanna 
succession that made them all imperial heirs of Shem. By 2244 
they revived the political cause of Aratta even while their fleets 
were carrying the populace of Aratta to the ends of the earth. 
The birthright of Shem’s imperial line meant control of the world. 
After failing to establish that control from schismatic Aratta, 
Peleg and Reu returned to Mesopotamia to revive it there, first as 
Sumerian Peleg-Lugalannemundu then as Akkadian Reu-Sargon. 
Ancestors of the Algonquians took Sargon’s name and along with 
it his personal attitude toward Japheth of Uruk. 

Haplogroup “Q” M242: Ashkenaz’ expedition distributed 
North American linguistic stocks strictly in the order of Shem’s 
imperial line, starting with their their mother Uma. The 
secondary expedition from Yuman territory represented Shem’s 
first heir Arphaxad I in the person of his son Utu-Shamash. Uto- 
Aztecans speak a language related to the Chinese of Arphaxad’s 
chief people, the Chinese. On the route to the MacKenzie, the 
main expedition left ancestors of the Northwest Coast Indians in 
the region of the Columbia River and Vancouver Island. 
[Wakashan language family] These included the Salish 
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representative of Arphaxad’s heir Salah-Shelah. This expedition 
then settled the Athapascans of Shelah’s heir Eber-Athamas at 
the Mackenzie. In the four years from 2158 to 2154, it is 
conceivable that Ashkenaz and his followers reached the 
Northwest by sea in 2156 after taking a year to build ships in 
Baja California or elsewhere on the West Coast. They then took 
two years to reach the MacKenzie by crossing the Rocky 
Mountains in the northeast corner of British Columbia. In this 
stage of the process, Ashkenaz may have been conscious of an 
unfolding analogy to his his past experience in the East with the 
Yuma territory, a match to Uma’s Oman, the Pacific to the 
Arabian Sea, the Columbia to the Indus, the Rockies to the 
Himalayas and the MacKenzie to the Lena. Similitudes such as 
this were the intellectual life’s blood of Noah’s world. 

[NOTES: Utu-Aztecans of utu-Obal, “Q” Clad Haplogroups M242, 
M346, L54, Z780, M3, QP89, and QNWT0O1. Shem > Arphaxad > Utu- 

Aztecan > N. W. Coast Salish Indians Algonquin Haplogroup “X”. 


Chapter Four 


The Elite of Genesis 10 


The First Post-Flood Colonization - The First 
Eight Cities 

Two centuries before the death of Noah, his family first 
began to colonize the earth in two thirty-year stages from 2368 to 
2308. In the first stage they established the first seven city states 
of Sumer. There was supposed to have been an eighth but it was 
canceled by the Tower of Babel event. The second stage 
corresponded to the First Kish period of the Sumerian King List 
during which the universal family colonized points in and around 
Mesopotamia as revealed in the design of the Cernunnus panel of 
the Gundestrup Caldron. A transparent dimension of the Noahic 
heritage in Mesopotamia is the arrangement of eight primary 
Sumerian cities generally northwestward up the Euphrates 
from Eridu in the south to Babel (abortive proto-Babylon) in the 
north. These cities were founded by the eight antediluvian 
survivors in the Tower of Babel era between 2368 and 2338 just 
as the eight had claimed the eight lands of Lugalannemundu’s 
inscription within the first thirty years after the Flood down to 
2488. The year 2368 was to urban foundations what 2338 was to 
colonization as far off as Syria and Gutium. The most remarkable 
feature of the urban program was that the cities were arranged 
in order of ascending latitude according to descending order of 
seniority among the antediluviams. From the arrangement of the 
cities we learn the exact order of seniority among the 
antediluvians. One exception involves Japheth and proves the 
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rule: 


Table 4.1 Founders and Dates of the First Eight 
Sumerian City States [cp. Book 119] 


City State Founder 
Seniority Dates 

Fridu Noah-Abzu first 2368- 
2364 

Ur Durga (Sheba-I)- second 2364- 
Ninhursag 2360 

Uruk Japheth- sixth 2360- 
Ningishzida 2356 

Lagash Mahadevi- third 2356- 
Ereshkigal 2352 

Umma Uma-Nanshe- fourth 2352- 
Bau 2348 

Nippur Kali-Dumuzi- fifth 2348- 
abzu 2344 

Kish Shem-Ishkur seventh 2344- 
2340 

“Babel” Ham-An eighth 2340- 
2338 


The cities are distributed north to south in an arrangement 


something like the following: 
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Kilometres 
200 


Public Domain Map from: 
https://www.pinterest.com/pin/490540584382428643/? 


Ip=true 
11. Agade (Baghdad)Arrphaxad-I 
10. Sippar 
8. Babylon Ham) 
a: Kish Shem 
6. Nippur Ophir-Kali, (BLACK) cult of Air god Enlil- 
Cush 
9. Adab x 
oF Umma Jobab-Uma 
oe Lagash Havilah-Mahadevi, (RED) Mother of 
Gurma- Ham, Ur-Nanshe-Heth 
a; Uruk Japheth 
i Ur Sheba-Durga(YELLOW), of Lunar moon cult 
of nanna-Arphaxad 
i Eridu Noah, Apsu temple 


These relative positions are modeled on the map shown in the 
front of Diane Wolkstein and Samuel Noah Kramer’s Inanna: 
Queen of Heaven and Earth (1983). Japheth’s role in building the 
third city Uruk was based on his adoption by Durga (Sheba-!) 
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making him Sheba II of the Cushite list. The actual birth order of 
Noah’s antediluvian sons is explained in a note on the year 2618 
in the Summary Chronology where it depends on a comparison of 
Genesis 5:32, 10:21 and 11:10. Japheth was two years older than 
Shem and was born a century before the Flood. Agade was 
eventually built even farther north to reflect the ninth inductee of 
the zero point, Arphaxad. That is no doubt why Naram Sin at 
Agade became a devotee of of the lunar cult of Nanna-Arphaxad 
at Ur, founded by Arphaxad’s mother Durga (Sheba-I). The 
location of Japheth’s city Uruk indicates that his adoption by 
Durga (Sheba-I) must have occurred in the 150th year if not 
earlier. 

Sidon-Enki’s triumphant construction of the Apsu 
temple at Eridu demonstrates that the city originally belonged 
to Apsu-Noah as defeated adversary of Ham’s family. Durga 
(Sheba-I) founded the lunar cult of Ur. The Japhethite origin of 
Uruk is confirmed by the recruitment of the eight Erechite 
heroes from Japheth’s vassals of Genesis 10:2 plus Shelah. At 
Lagash both the earliest name Gurmu-Ham and the foundational 
ruler Ur- Nanshe-Heth were sons of Mahadevi. The Sumerian 
name Umma and Indian name Uma are cognates. Kali founded 
Nippur as the cult center of the air god Enlil-Cush as the basis 
for his son Nimrod’s later conquest of the Enlilship. Kish was the 
foundational capital of Shem’s original claim land of Akkad. The 
Enlilship of the Semitic linguistic stock was already in his hands 
by the time these cities were founded. Nimrod wrested it from 
him to make Cush the Enlil of the Marduk Epic where Shem 
appears as humble Mummu. Babel was Ham’s contribution to the 
scheme. It failed owing to God’s opposition to his plan to reduce 
the world to a single linguistic stock. The fact that Ham 
drew the entire Noahic community to Babel to build it suggests 
that each city was built by the entire community from Eridu 
northward in progressive stages ending with Ham’s Babel at the 
close of the era in 2340. Ham was following precedent in 
appearing as Enmebaraggesi of First Kish along with his son Aka- 
Mizraim just before the close of the next era in the 2308. The 
community allowed four years for each successive project. The 
Babel project was begun at the “new moon” point of 28 years into 
the era. 


The First Kish Order 

Peleg’s regime at First Kish corresponds to the array of 
colonies in and around Mesopotamia displayed in the Cernunnus 
panel. Questions about the antiquity of the Gundrestrup Caldon 
are pointless. I accept the premise that it was crafted around the 
time of Christ; but to confine its meaning to that date is like 
restricting the antiquity of the Bible to the age of the leather 
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used to make the cover of a single copy. It is commonly 
recognized that the Cernunnus design of an antlered or horned 
figure sitting crosslegged in a field of animals is a version of the 
same design of Dravidian seals of Shiva Pashupati in a similar 
posture found at Harappan India and dating before 2000. Shiva 
Pashupati represents a different patriarch Riphath-Seba. Our 
concern is with the content of these designs, not their histories 
as artifacts crafted by particular local cultures. 

Sidon’s earliest Feudal 11 Canaanites, Indo-Europeans 
Branches: The system contained in the Cernunnus panel arose 
in response to Sidon’s creation of the earliest feudal eleven of 
Genesis 10: the Canaanites of Genesis 10:15-18 in the year 2338. 


CERNUNNUS PANEL of the Gundestrup Caldron 


The image was copied from this source on 121206 along with 
images of two Harappan seals from Mohenjo Daro showing the 
corresponding image of Pashupati. The panel contains eleven 
distinct figures, two anthropomorphic and nine zoomorphic. 
These figures are grouped in five pairs plus the serpent in 
Cernunnus’ left hand _ representingthe Lower Euphrates 
according to the cartographic aspect of the design. The pairs are 
identical antelopes in the upper corners, two butting rams to the 
lower right, Cernunnus and a stag to his left showing antlers 
identical in design to the ones he wears, a wolf and lion facing in 
opposite directions and a diminutive human figure riding a 
dolphin. 

[NOTES: The ancient city of Tarentum was founded by Taras, a Greek who had 
been saved from a shipwreck by a dolphin sent by his father, Poseidon - none 
other than the god of the sea. Hermias of Iasos used to go swimming every day 
after training in the gym. He tamed a dolphin that waited for him to go for a 
ride in the sea. In Homer’s “Hymn to Apollo,” Apollo sets off to hijack a Cretan 
merchant ship, leaping aboard the boat in the guise of a dolphin; hence, his 
name Apollo Delphinus.In many sculptures from the East, the dolphin is 
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associated with Atargatis, the mother goddess, goddess of vegetation, nourisher 
of life and receiver of the dead who would be born again. In later myths, 
particularly in Roman literature, and again in art and statuary, it is the dolphin 
that carries souls to the 'Islands of the Blest', and around the Black Sea images 
of dolphins have been found in the hands of the dead, presumably to ensure 
their safe passage to the afterlife. Herodotus mentions the myth of Arion who, 
after being threatened by a thieving crew, leaps over-board, but is rescued by a 
school of dolphins that have been beguiled by the beauty of his music and carry 
him to shore. He makes his way back to Corinth and tells his story to King 
Periander. ] 


The main function of the Canaanite eleven was to divide the 

Indo-European linguistic stock into eleven main branches listed 
by Baugh: Indian, Iranian, Armenian, Hellenic, Albanian, Italic, 
Balto-Slavic, German, Celtic, Hittite and Tocharian. The central 
figure Cernunnus represents the Armenian branch. Baugh names 
Macedonians, Thracians and Phrygians as representing the same 
branch as the Armenians; and we have seen that the Phrygians 
take Peleg-Cernunnus’ name Phrixus. 
The use of animals to represent tribes is a familiar feature of the 
tribes of Israel in Genesis 49. The clearcut pairing of ten figures 
helps interpret all the figures as branches of the Indo-European 
stock. Historic geography at points of destination counts for more 
in identifying the pairs than linguistic affinity. The cartography of 
the panel is confined to the figures of Cernunnus, the serpent, 
the stag and two antelopes. The other figures represent city 
states in Sumer complementary to those of Cernunnus and the 
serpent. Only the antelopes and stag represent positions outside 
Mesopotamia— at Martu, Marhashi and Gutium. Elam was 
populated at some time after 2338. 

Analysis begins with the figure of Cernunnus. Peleg’s 
Hellenic and Teutonic names Phrixus and Frey identify 
Cernunnus with the Thraco-Phrygian base of the Armenian 
branch. The Gundestrup figure, in context, places this branch 
under Peleg at Kish. Except for the exotic Tocharians 
representing the serpent on the Lower Euphrates, branches of 
the stock fall into regional pairs. The stag couples with 
Cernunnus and represents the Hittites, who shared the 
Anatolian-Caucasian continuum with the Armenian branch. The 
cartographic location of the stag in Semitic Martu explains why 
Hittites lived near West Semitic Israelites in Old Testament 
times. 

Eight Figures - Eight Cities: The eight figures within 
Mesopotamia symbolize the eight city states established between 
2368 and 2338. The two rams represent the Germans at Lagash 
under their founder Gunidu-Canaan and the _ Balto-Slavs 
representing Umma-— city of the white matriarch Uma, mother of 
the glamorous Balto-Slavic version of Ashkenaz, Yarilo. An 
exaggerated devotion to fair skin characterizes Slavic mythology 
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in its concept of the white and black gods Byelobog and 
Chernobog. The serpent of the Lower Euphrates stands for the 
city of Eanna-Uruk destined to become Peleg’s Japhethite 
antagonist in the Aratta schism of 2308. The panel pictures Peleg 
as throttling the serpent in 2338 to indicate that his antagonism 
against Japheth’s city of Uruk has already taken shape thirty 
years before Peleg’s emigration to Aratta. Another way to 
interpret the image is that Peleg was firmly grasping the Inanna 
succession making him imperial heir. Inanna was the chief deity 
of Uruk. 

The loosely paired wolf and lion stand for the Italics and 
Celts respectively. A wolf figures in the seminal Roman legend of 
Romulus and Remus. Despite the domination of the Germanic 
English in Britain, the adoption of the lion symbol probably owes 
something to the Celtic Britons. The wolf of the panel faces 
directly toward Cernunnus at his right and the lion faces in the 
opposite direction above it. These represent the Sumerian cities 
of Nippur and Sippar. Sippar was established in 2338 as the city 
of solar Utu to replace Ham’s abortive “Babel” and to house the 
legitimate remnant of the Hamitic linguistic stock along with the 
Celts. In fact the lion represents proto-Egyptians as much as it 
does Celts just as the stag in Martu stands as much for Semites 
as it does for Hittites. Indo-European branches were divisions of 
a single protoplast and therefore less populous than whole stocks 
such as the Hamites and Semites. The panel represents the 
whole of mankind in 2338. 

The dolphin and rider represent the Hellenes and 

Albanians at Eridu and Ur respectively. Again these Indo- 
European branches were greatly overshadowed in population by 
whole protoplasts— Austronesians at Eridu and Sino-Tibetans at 
Ur, the city of their grandmother Durga (Sheba-I) and cult center 
of their father Arphaxad I-Nanna, the Jade Emperor. The mixture 
of Hellenes and Austronesians at Sidon-Enki’s city of Eridu 
explains the curious preoccupation of both cultures with the 
family of Ham at the root of their pantheons. At Eridu Sidon- 
Poseidon, god of the sea, ruled locally over two otherwise distinct 
peoples destined for the island worlds of Polynesia and the 
Aegean. 
The two identical antelopes in the corners represent the Satem 
Aryan continuum of the Indians at Marhashi in the northwest and 
Iranians at proto-Media, Gutium, in the northeast. The 
northwestern location of the Indians explains both the Indo-Aryan 
rulers of Phoenicia and the Anatolian location of the Gangetic 
Indians before they were driven to abandon their homeland by 
the Assyrian ashuras. 

Gomer-Khufu-Cheops, builder of the Pyramid: So far the 
complete protoplasts of the Ural Altaics, kindred Sumerians and 
Amerindians have not been placed in this scheme. Nor have we 
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placed whole protoplasts at Kish, Enlil’s Nippur or Mahadevi’s 
Lagash. Derivation of Amerindians from Mahadevi places them at 
Lagash together with the Germans. In that sense the invasion of 
Native North America by Germanic-speaking English in the early 
17th century reunited populations which had shared Lagash in 
2338. Despite giving the name “Lord of the Land” to Enki, the 
Sumerians regarded their national god as Enlil as though they 
thought of themselves as Semites. Thus they shared Enlil’s 
Nippur with the Italics in this period. In that sense the Romans 
picked up the mantle of world leadership once claimed by the 
Sumerians. Uma, the linguistic matriarch of the Sumerians at 
Umma, was known to the Romans as Magna Mater, their name 
for Cybele-Rhea. Ural-Altaics were located in Kish with Peleg and 
Thraco-Phrygian-Armenians. 

This reading places half-protoplasts of the Sino-Tibetans at 
Japheth’s Uruk and Durga (Sheba-I)’s Ur, in keeping with the 
identical name Sheba assigned to these otherwise unlike 
progenitors in Genesis 10. Aside from Canaanite-Aryans 
associations, the Chinese were to Durga (Sheba-I)’s Hamite son 
Mizraim what the Tibeto-Burmans were to her Japhethite son 
Gomer. Mizraim’s Amorite name Mandaru suggests the Chinese 
name“Mandarin.” As Himavan of the Himalayas, Gomer is linked 
to the Tibetans. The Chinese inhabited Ur, city of their Jade 
Emperor Arphaxad I; and Gomer, Japheth’s Uruk along with 
Gomer’s vassal Togarmah, source of the Tocharians of Sinkiang. 
Cernunnus’ violent restraint of the serpent suggests an existing 
conflict, not just with Japheth but more particularly with his son 
and heir Gomer, the sun god Dazhbog of the Slavs, destined to 
become Khufu-Cheops builder of the largest pyramid in the solar 
land of Egypt. Peleg regarded the Tibeto-Burman half-protoplast 
as a source of trouble because Gomer favored bringing glory to 
the Sino-Tibetans by favoring the Jade Emperor Arphaxad I by a 
re-channelling of the imperial line through Arphaxad’s son Obal 
and grandson Almodad. Because Almodad and his brother 
Sheleph were fathers of the Slavs represented by the 
antagonistic ram at Umma, the classic conflict between Ham and 
Canaan’s Lagash and Slavic Umma reflected this struggle over 
the Inanna succession. 

The system of the Cernunnus panel— eight protoplasts and 
eleven Indo-European branches can be tabulated as follows: 


Table 4.2 The Cernunnus Panel and World Ethnology 
in 2338 [cp. Book 125] 


Figure Location Aryan Branch 
Protoplast 
Cernunn Kish Thraco- Ural-Altaic, 
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us Phrygian Sumerian 

Stag Martu Hittite Semitic 

Antelope Marhash Indian Etruscan* 

A i 

Antelope Gutium Iranian- Basque* 

B Scythian 

Lion Sippar Celtic Hamitic 

Wolf Nippur Italic Black Africans 

Ram A Umma Balto-Slavic Caucasian 
Japhetic* 

Ram B Lagash Teutonic Amerindian 

Serpent Uruk Tocharian Tibeto-Burman 

Dolphin Ur Albanian Sino-Thai 

Rider 

Dolphin Eridu Hellenic Austronesian 


*The protoplasts marked with an asterisk are linguistically independent 
and unclassifiable. 


Induction of the Noahic Elite 

“dingir” gods: Even by the 22nd century when world 
population numbered in the millions, the central core of world 
power lay in the hands of only fifty-four persons. Beginning to die 
out in 2181, they were eventually replaced by rulers of more 
ordinary kind; but up to that time they merited the name dingir 
or gods. They were the genetic, political, religious and cultural 
creators of the postdiluvian human race. Owing to feudal 
duplications among the sevenrt-seven names from Noah through 
Terah, these names represent only fifty-four persons, forty-three 
male and eleven female. The forty-three males can be tabulated 
by generations as follows: 


Table 4.3. Generational Groups of the Male Noahic 
Elite [cp. Book 125] 


Generation Name Additional 
Father 
antediluvi Noah Dedan, Lehab- Lamech 
an 
antediluvi Shem Raamah Noah 
an 
antediluvi Ham Havilah II, Noah 
an Girgash- 
antediluvi Japheth Sheba II Noah 
an 
1 Gomer Japheth 
1 Magog Japheth 
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1 Madai Japheth 
1 Ashkenaz Noah 
1 Riphath Noah 
1 Togarmah Noah 
1 Cush Ham 
1 Mizraim Ham 
1 Phut Ham 
1 Canaan Ham 
1 Uz Shem 
1 Hul Shem 
1 Gether Ark- Shem 
1 Mash Shem 
1 Arphaxad I Hadoram Shem 
2 Javan Gomer 
2 Sabtah Riphath 
2 Philist- Mizraim 
2 Sidon Canaan 
2 Heth Canaan 
2 Obal Arphaxa 
dl 
3 Elishah Sidon 
3 Zud- Sidon 
3 Arphaxad Shelah Sidon 
II 
3 Almodad Obal 
3 Sheleph Obal 
4 Tubal Elam, Eber Shelah 
4 Tarshish Elishah 
4 Kitt- Elishah 
4 Rodan- Shelah 
4 Hazarmave Shelah 
th 
4 Jerah Shelah 
[Poss. 
Herakles/Z 
eus-IT] 
s) Meshech Aram, Joktan Tubal 
5 Tiras Tubal 
fs) Sabteca Hiv-, Lud, Peleg Tubal 
6 Nimrod Asshur, Reu Cush 
6 Abimael Joktan 
7 Serug Reu 
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8 Nahor Serug 


Of the eleven females, four are antediluvians. They occur at 
the close of the Joktanite list as vassals of Joktan. Four occurring 
at the end of the Canaanite list are daughters of Noah by each of 
the four antediluvian females. Three members of the Mizraim 
clan are female: Anam-, a daughter of Sidon; Naphtuh-, a 
daughter of Noah and feudal duplicate of Hamath- in the 
Canaanite list and Caphtor-, a daughter of Mizraim. 

Nine Sextads = 54: In order to distinguish themselves from 
the hordes to come, Noah’s family conducted a formal induction 
process in each passing generation down to 2278, the year 
distant colonization began at the accession of Ur-Nanshe. That 
chronology allowed them to include Nahor, the prodigious 
Emperor Naram Sin and Pharaoh Narmer (Nahor) [as well as 
Abram’s father Terah, book 126]. This youngest of the Noahic 
elite was born 193 years after the Flood in 2325, making him 
forty-seven at the time the induction process ended. At each 
thirty-year era starting at the zero point in 2518, six persons 
were inducted in a sequence of nine such sextads making up the 
total of fifty-four: 


Table 4.4 Isochronic induction process of the Noahic elite 
[cp. Book 126] 


Year Name Parents 

Associative Name 
25 Noah Lamech Cushite 
18 Dedan 
25 Shem Noah and Uma Cushite 
18 Raamah 
25 Ham Noah and Mahadevi Cushite 
18 Havilah II 
25 Japheth Noah and Uma Cushite 
18 Sheball 


Ophir (B) Adamite Enmenluanna 


Jobab Cainite Alalgar Uma 
88 (W) 
24 Arphaxa Shem and Durga Daksha I 
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88 dl (Sheba-I) 

24 Gomer Japheth and Durga Hler 

88 (Sheba-I) (1) 

24 Magog Japheth and Mahadevi Kari 

88 

24 Madai Japheth and Hamath 

88 

24 Ashkena Noah and Uma Ix 

598 Z 

24 Riphath Noah and Kali Mulac 
98 

24 Togarma Noah and Mahadevi Kan 

98 h 

24 Cush Ham and Kali Hyperion 
98 

24 Mizraim Ham and Durga (Sheba- Oceanus 
98 I) 

24 Phut Ham and Uma Iapetus 
58 

24 Canaan Ham and Uma Cronus 
28 

24 Sidon Canaan and Uma Poseidon 
28 

24 Heth Canaan and Mahadevi Hades 
28 

24 Uz Shem and Mahadevi Scythes 
28 

24 Hul Shem and Kali Hyllus 
28 

24 Gether Shem and Durga Agathyrsu 
28 (Sheba-I) Ss 

23 Mash Shem + Hamath (w) Math 

98 

23 Sin f/Y Noah + Durga (Sheba-I) Lakshmi 
98 (Y) 

23 Arvad f/B Noah + Kali (Ophir)(B) Parvati 
98 

2a Zemar Noah + Mahadevi Ganga 
98 f/R (Havilah)(R ) 

23 Hamath Noah + Uma-(Jobab)(W) Saraswati 
98 {/W 

23 Javan Gomer and Penarddun Bran 

98 daughter of Philist- 

23 Shelah Sidon and Inanna Belus 
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68 
23 Elishah Sidon and Libya Agenor 
68 
23 Tarshish Elishah and Telephassa Phoenix 
68 
23 Kitt- Elishah and Telephassa Cadmus 
68 
ZS Rodan- Shelah and Anchinoé Danaus 
68 
23 Sabtah Seba and Arvad Ganesha 
68 
23 Zud- Sidon Susanowo 
38 
23 Anam- Sidon Amaterasu 
38 
23 Eber Shelah and Kali Atys 
38 
23 Peleg Eber and Mahadevi Lydus 
38 
23 Joktan Eber and Durga (Sheba- Car 
38 I) 
23 Tiras Eber and Durga (Sheba- Tyrsenus 
38 I) 
23 Almodad Obal and Calliope Orpheus 
08 
23 Sheleph Obal and Coronis Asklepius 
08 
23 Hazarma Shelah and Asherah Mot 
08 veth 
23 Jerah Shelah and Asherah Athtar 
08 [Poss. 

Herakles 

/Zeus-II] 
23 Obal Arphaxad I and Uma- Utu 
08 Jobab 
23 Uzal f/W Arphaxad I and Uma- Inanna 
08 Jobab 
22 Abimael Joktan Enmerkar 
78 
a2 Reu Cush and Pele-Bilika Sargon 
78 
22, Serug Reu and Tashlultum Manishtus 
78 hu 
Dd, Nahor Serug Naram Sin 
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78 

22 Philist Mizraim Beli the 
78 Great 
22 Caphtor Mizraim Don 

78 


[(1) Huni = Nimrod; Khufu = Gomer; s. of Snefru and Queen Hetepheres-lI, d. 
of Huni. Note: William Stevenson Smith and George Andrew Reisner propose to 
identify queen Hetepheres I (concubine of Sneferu and mother of king Khufu; 
Ath dynasty) as the daughter of King Huni. Wikipedia under “Huni”.] 


The sequence is tentative and subject to review based on 
superior rationales. The opening stress on antediluvian males is 
self-evident; but the full Mahadevi tetrad might have preceded 
them as their elders. If strict seniority among the postdiluvians 
were the only criterion, Togarmah-Xiuhtecutli, the Aztec “old 
one,” might even have preceded Arphaxad I, born two years after 
the Flood. Beli-Philist- would have been inducted much earlier 
than 2278. He belongs to the postdiluvian second generation as a 
son of Mizraim; and he is the father of the Welsh Penarddun, 
mother of Bran-Javan inducted in 2398. A guiding principle is the 
general order of the text of Genesis 10. 

Relatively late in the process in 2338 Peleg’s First Kish order 
came into existence. The given induction order dates Peleg’s own 
induction that year along with his father Eber and two brothers. 
We have reviewed the First Kish order in terms of local 
colonization but have not yet identified its rulers with their 
Sumerian names. Hallo regards this dynasty as comparatively 
mythical and allegorical owing to the fancifulness of some of the 
Sumerian names. Rulers of the next two dynasties Eanna-Uruk 
and Dynasty III are much more historical looking; but I regard 
the First Kish list of names as fully historical except for the 
outlandish lengths of the reigns. 

The dynasty consists of twenty-three names. Some of these 
such as Arurim, son and successor of Mashda, cannot be Genesis 
10 patriarchs. At least eight names, however, refer to members 
of the Genesis 10 system; and these eight are arranged 
meaningfully. The name Gaur at the head of the list refers to 
Shem’s son Gether. The second ruler titled “He Rules Them All” 
is Peleg-Cernunnus, dominant power in this period. The other six 
consist of explicit father-son pairs including the four antediluvian 
males and two of the first generation postdiluvians as follows: 
[cp. Book 128] 


(8) Gaur -- Gether 

(9) --- Peleg 

(10) Atab = Japheth 

(11) Mashda son of Atab = Madai (Ahura Mazda) son of 
Japheth 
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(13) Etana= Noah (Dedan) 
(14) Balih son of Etana = Shem son of Noah 


(22) Enmebaraggesi= Ham (Bera) 
(23) Aka son of Enmebaraggesi= Mizraim (Achaeus) son of Ham 


Mashda is a cognate form to biblical Madai and Ahura Mazda, 
the god of goodness and light in Persian Zoroastrianism. The 
long Sumerian name Enmebaraggesi is cognate with Ham’s name 
Bera as ruler of Sodom in the period of the Abrahamic War. His 
son Aka ends the dynasty but continues to rule at Kish in the 
Eanna period to become the chief antagonist of Gilgamesh, king 
of Uruk. The identification of Aka with Mizraim derives from 
the Hellenic name Achaeus, who complements Xuthus-Cush, 
Aeolus-Phut and Dorus-Canaan among the four eponyms of the 
Hellenic Achaeans, Ionians (from Xuthus’ son Ion [“Nimrod”]), 
Aeolians and Dorians.The four are said to be sons of Hellen, a 
duplication of Ham in the family of Titan Iapetus and general 
eponym of the Hellenes. 

[EDITOR: William Smith denies the historicity of Hellen and his four 
descendants but lists them as the traditional explanation of Greek origins. W. 
Smith. A SMALLER HISTORY OF GREECE from the earliest times to the Roman 
conquest. Ch.2. 

The Four Eponyms of the Hellenic sons of Hellen-Ham: 

SONS OF HELLEN: 

Aeolians - Aeolus-Phut < son of Ham 

Dorians - Dorus-Canaan < son of Ham & a WHITE matriarch. 
Xuthus-Cush < son of Ham & a BLACK matriarch. SONS = 

Ionians (Athenians, Pelasgi) - lon-Nimrod < son of Cush & a BLACK matrirch. 
Achaeans_— -Achaeus(Aka)-Mizraim- 


Herodotus Bk-I CLIO. 1.56-58. “These were the Lacedaemonians and the 
Athenians, the former of Doric, the latter of Ionic blood... these two nations 
had held from very, early times the most distinguished place in Greece, the one 
being a Pelasgic [the Ionic Athenians], the other [the Hellenic Doric] a Hellenic 
people, ...during the reign of Deucalion, Phthiotis (Greek mainland) was the 
country in which the Hellenes dwelt, but under Dorus, the son of Hellen, 
they moved to... Ossa and Olympus,... called Histiaeotis (and)... settled, under 
the name of Macedni, in the chain of Pindus. ... and came to Dryopis; ... (then) 
the Peloponnese... [and] became known as Dorians. [1.57] ...the tongue spoken 
by the Pelasgi ... at Creston above the Tyrrhenians, ...formerly dwelt in ... 
Thessaliotis, and were neighbours of the ... Dorians ... [of] Placia and Scylace 
upon the Hellespont, ... previously dwelt ...with the Athenians - or those, ... in 
fact Pelasgian; ... the Pelasgi spoke a barbarous language... the Athenians, 
who were certainly Pelasgi, must have changed their language at the same 
time that they passed into the Hellenic body; [1.58] The Hellenic race has 
never, since its first origin, changed its speech.” 

Anabasis by Xenophon. by H. G. Dakyns. IV. “From Cerasus [the Hellens meet 
the]... Mossynoecians (White invaders/settlers of Pontus, an area on the 
northern Anatolian coast),... The Hellenes breakfasted and then started forward 
on their march, having first delivered the stronghold to their allies among the 
Mossynoecians. ... [meeting allies of their foes]... When, ... they came upon a 
friendly population [foes], these would entertain them [the Hellens] with 
exhibitions of fatted children belonging to the wealthy classes, fed up on boiled 
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chestnuts until they [artificially] were as white as white can be, of skin 
plump and delicate, and very nearly as broad as they were long, ...The whole 
[Hellenic] community, male and female alike, were fair-complexioned and white- 
skinned. [The foes were] furthest removed from the Hellenic customs...” 
Obviously, the country-side was of a black racial type. ] 

In the First Kish context, the name Etana is cognate with 

Noah’s Cushite name Dedan, later appearing among the Amorite 
kings as Didanu. His son Balih’s name for Shem appears in 
Ugaritic mythology as Aliyan Bal, “Puissant Baal,” Shem’s 
designation as storm god (priest of Yahweh). 
In the early decades after the Flood, the eight survivors laid 
claim to lands later identified as eight-fold in the inscription of 
Lugalannemundu. In that earliest division of the earth when the 
world consisted of a handful of persons, Noah claimed Subaria on 
the Upper Tigris; Japheth, Syria, identified in the list as 
Marhashi; Ham, Martu at the Syrian Desert west of Akkad; 
Shem, Sutium (Akkad) in Mesopotamia; Noah’s wife Mahadevi, 
Gutium in the Zagros mountains east of Akkad; Japheth’s wife 
Kali, Lumma or Elam in Iran east of Sumer; Ham’s wife Uma, 
Eanna-Sumer; and Shem’s wife Durga (Sheba-I), Persia, 
designated “Cedar Mountain” in the inscription. 

Whatever Noah and Balih accomplished in “making firm the 
lands” established a status quo either before or after the 
enactment of the scheme we have determined from the 
Cernunnus panel. The simplest explanation is that they enforced 
the system revealed there. As original founder of the Indo- 
European stock, Shem-Balih was in the best position to persuade 
members of the stock to divide into the eleven divisions of the 
Canaanite clan. As the Olympian Zeus, Shem belongs to that clan 
as its third member the “Jebusite.” His role in dividing the stock 
while Peleg reigned at Kish explains his high rank as Zeus. The 
twelve Olympians can even be considered the products of the 
system as it existed after 2338. In other words eleven of these 
correlate with the eleven Aryan branches. Heth-Hades takes his 
place with the Hittite-Amorite stag at Martu. Peleg-Cernunnus, in 
the midst of the Phrygian stock at Kish, is the Canaanite 
Olympian Hiv-Hephaestus, a god of fire equivalent to the 
Mesopotamian fire gods Nergal and lIrra. Shelah-Marduk 
probably acquired his Hellenic image as the war god Ares only 
after the Uruk-Aratta War in the next era. Ham’s Altaic name 
Kirghiz Khan accounts for his Canaanite name Girgash- where 
he complements his antediluvian brother Shem, the “Jebusite.” 
Ham’s Olympian name Hermes is cognate with his inscriptional 
name “Gurmu” at Lagash where he appears as grandfather of Ur- 
Nanshe-Heth. 

Daughters of Noah at the close of the Canaanite list rank 
high both as Olympian goddesses and as the Indian counter- 
tetrad of Lakshmi, Parvati, Ganga and Saraswati. In the Hellenic 
tradition these four appear as Demeter, Aphrodite, Hestia and 
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Hera respectively. Two of these should be referred to the 
antelopes of the panel and to East Indian and Iranian divisions of 
the stock located there. Because both nations belong to the 
Satem division of the stock, the other Satem nation, Balto-Slavs 
at Umma, should also be referred to one of these goddesses. The 
logical choice is Uma’s daughter Hamath-Anath, Indian 
Saraswati. The location of the port of Arvad in or near Phoenicia 
places Arvad-Parvati-Aphrodite over the Indian branch indicated 
by the antelope in the upper left corner of the panel. Mahadevi’s 
original claim to Gutium suggests that the ruler of the Iranian 
branch there was her daughter Zemar-Ganga-Hestia. 

Zemar’s Egyptian character as Neith of Sais, a protectress of 
virgins and virginity, identifies her with Hestia-Vesta, who has 
the same function in the Greco-Roman pantheon. Zimmerman’s 
Dictionary of Classical Mythology lists Hades as a thirteenth 
Olympian in brackets as though the tradition making him an 
Olympian were in question. Another questionable Olympian is 
Dionysus, the Hellenic version of the ubiquitous Riphath-Seba- 
Osiris-Asir-Shiva, who appears in the Canaanite list as the 
“Amorite,” father of the Amurru of Martu. At the same time four 
Olympians cannot be placed in the Canaanite eleven: Ares- 
Shelah, the siblings Apollo and Artemis— Sumerian siblings Utu 
and Inanna— and Pallas Athene. 

Seba-Adamu-Amor ranks so high among the Amorites that he 
figures as a co-ruler in Martu together with Hades-Heth of the 
Hittites, also referred to the stag of the panel design. Apollo-Utu 
and Artemis-Diana-Inanna are too important to omit from this 
early stage in Noahic history. Utu’s cult center of Sippar 
identifies Apollo with the lion of the Celts and Egyptians localized 
there. Inanna is such a fixture at Uruk that she accounts for the 
combined Tocharians and _ Tibeto-Burmans located there. 
Canaan’s firstborn Sidon is Heth’s brother and Hades’ Olympian 
brother Poseidon. As Enki of Eridu he rules the Lower Sea as 
Poseidon. His Egyptian version Ptah rules the Upper Sea of the 
Mediterranean. In the First Kish order he shares Eridu with 
Pallas Athene, a version of his mother Uma, Sumerian Ningal. 
Eridu is the place of the Dolphin inhabited in the First Kish era 
by Hellenes and Austronesians, destined for the Upper and 
Lower Seas respectively. The ubiquity of Uma as a variety of 
different Sumerian goddesses suggests that she is Pallas Athene 
as she is the Hellenic Cybele in a totally different, non-Olympian 
context. At this point we can re-tabulate the Cernunnus order of 
First Kish with a view to the Olympians of the Hellenic tradition 
formed at Eridu in this period. In this case we can rearrange the 
locations in the south-to-north order of the Sumerian cities and 
then proceed to the three exterior centers: 
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Table 4.5 Olympian Rulers of the Eleven First Kish 
Centers [cp. Book 130] 


Location Populace Olympian Canaanite Indian 
Sumerian 


Erid Hellenes Athene Sidon Uma Ningal 

u Austrone Poseid Kasya Enki 

sians on pa 

Ur Albanian Demet Sin- Laksh 

Ss er mi 
Sino- 
Thais 
Uruk Tocharia Artemi Diti Inanna 
ns Ss 
Tibeto- 
Burmans 

Laga Teutons Herme Girga Gurmu 

sh Amerindi Ss sh- 

ans 

Um Balto- Hera Hama Saras Ninmar 

ma Slavs th- wati [Agathyrs 

Ark- us] 

Nipp Italics Ares Surya Asalluhe 

ur Sumeria [Marduk] 

ns 

Kish Phrygian Hepha Hiv- Bhrigu Nergal 

s estus Jebus- Dyaus Ishkur 
Ural- Zeus 
Altaics 

Sipp Celts Apollo Utu 

ar Hamites 

Mart Hittites [Hades Heth Shiva [Ur- 

u Amorites ] Amor- Nanshe] 
[Diony Dumuzi- 
sus] abzu, 

Adapa 

Mar Indians Aphro Arvad Parvat 

hash dite - i 

i 

Guti Iranians Hestia zZema Ganga 

um r 


The non-Olympian Canaanite name Ark- (Hellenic Arcas) is a 
feudal name of Shem’s son Gether, appearing in Hellenic 
tradition as Herakles’ son Agathyrsus, eponym of the Agathyrsi in 
northern Balto-Slavic territory. We will see in Chapter Twelve 
that Shem’s claim on both the Semitic and Indo-European stocks 
meant that his sons fathered branches in both stocks and that 
Semites and Satem Aryans named for each son colonized regions 
both south and north of the Caucasus following the Uruk-Aratta 
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war. These colonizations are summarized in Tables 12.2 and 
12.3. The name of the Akkadian capital Agade (Sumerian Agdu) 
was cognate with “Agathyrsus.” Gether fathered the East Semitic 
Akkadian branch and established its capital in Akkad owing to his 
high rank among the sons of Shem, original claimant of that land. 
The same high rank resulted in Gether’s appearing as Gaur at the 
head of the first dynasty of Kish, the Sumerian capital in Akkad. 
The Hellenic tradition identifies Shem twice, both as Shem Zeus 
and his “son” Herakles. Agathyrus is given as a son of Herakles. 
Zeus father’s Arcas, eponym of Arcadia in the Peloponnesus— is 
an instance where a Hellenic duplication corresponds to a 
Hebrew feudal duplication— in this case Gether and the “Arkite.” 


Feudal Titles in Genesis 10 

The feudal titles listed in Genesis 10 resulted from a process 
beginning in 2338, the year the foundations of eight Sumerian 
city states had been established. They were the work of Sidon 
and were one device he used to overthrow Noah’s authority in 
retaliation against the curse on his father Canaan. This deed is 
presented mythologically in the first seventy-seven lines of the 
Marduk Epic where Noah appears as Apsu, Mahadevi as Tiamat, 
Shem as Mummu, Ham as Anshar, Canaan as Anu and Sidon as 
Nudimmud (Ea-Enki). Enraged by the unspecified bad behavior of 
the Hamites (termed “gods” in the text), Apsu seeks to destroy 
them over the objections of his wife Tiamat. Mummu supports 
Apsu’s decision to destroy the Hamite “gods.” In retaliation 
Nudimmud, using a magic circle, destroys Apsu and takes 
Mummu captive. He then establishes his Apsu throne at Eridu 
and begets Marduk by Damkina. 

Sidon controlled the Enkiship, the worship of El Olam, the 
God of eternity. The New Testament account of Christ’s Baptism 
informs us of the spiritual nature of sonship by oath. With the 
words, “This day I have begotten thee,” it tells us that such 
sonship originates in eternity and is registered in time. Christ 
was God’s Son from eternity past but acknowledged formally at 
the time of the Baptism. This is the logic of El Olam adopted by 
Sidon-Enki in forming the system of Genesis 10. The fifty-four 
persons inducted by 2278 were given a total of seventy-seven 
feudal titles in sets of eleven based on the module of Sidon’s own 
Canaanite clan. Because the clan includes Peleg (the “Hivite”), 
inducted in 2338, the feudal process could not have begun any 
earlier than then, the 180th year after the Flood. Beginning in 
the 180th year, Sidon sanctioned such oaths in seven sets of 
eleven down to the 360th year, 2158, a decade after the death of 
Noah, an event that meant much to his mystical reading of 
chronology. He began with the explicit eleven vassals of Canaan 
in repudiation of Noah’s curse on Canaan. Enrolling himself and 
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his brother Heth first, he added nine more vassals including 
Shem-Mummu as the third name, the “Jebusite,” and concluding 
with the four postdiluvian daughters of Noah-Apsu. The 
Canaanite list was Sidon’s monument to his own power in 
opposition to Noah. We have found that these eleven correlate 
with the eleven major divisions of the Indo-European stock as 
given by Baugh. Because the stock originated with Shem, Sidon’s 
success at “taking Mummu captive” began by dividing up the 
stock according to his own Canaanite family. 

A feature of the text of Genesis 10 is that a quarter of the 
names end in a plural inflection designating collective 
populations rather than individual persons. This feature 
unfortunately led St. Augustine to his mistaken conclusion that 
the text refers to “races not men.” In feudalism localized groups 
are represented by their lords. Shakespeare’s Duke of York is 
sometimes called simply “York” as though he personified the 
whole population of Yorkshire. The king of England is sometimes 
referred to as “England.” In the Old Testament the name Israel 
refers both to the man Jacob and to the nation descended from 
him. The twelve tribes of Israel are named for Jacob’s sons such 
as Judah and Benjamin and there is not the slightest reason to 
doubt that the tribes actually descended from these sons. The 
great majority of the names with plural endings in Genesis 10 
occurs in just two groups, the Mizraim and Canaanite clans. In 
the Japhethite section only the final two names have plural 
endings, Kittim and Rodanim. The reason for the particular plural 
names in the text should be obvious. In its early history Israel 
inhabited Egypt and Palestine— Mizraim and Canaan. Therefore 
Moses thought of the patriarchs given by his source in terms of 
specific populations known to him. The same was true of the 
Kittim and Rodanim of the Eastern Mediterranean. Both of these 
patriarchs had been predynastic Pharaohs (Khetm and Ro) but 
then established tribes on the shores of the Mediterranean. 

A first step in describing the feudal process beginning in 
2338 is to isolate sets of eleven according to the Canaanite 
model. One such group of eleven might be called the “imperial 
clan.” It consists of the names of Noah’s antediluvian male family 
and the Shemite line of Genesis 10. This group generates eleven 
names through Serug but omits Nahor as twelfth. By 2338 Serug 
was seventeen but Nahor and Terah had not yet been born. The 
“imperial clan” could have been introduced then but makes more 
sense at the 270th year [2248] when Sargon-Reu came to power. 
By then Nahor and Terah had been born and inducted into the 
personal system. Their omission from the feudal system implies 
that Sidon determined on seven sets of eleven at the outset in 
2338. 

The total of 11x 7 = 77 falls three short of a grand total of 80 
names, implying another omission in addition to Nahor and 
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Terah. To discover that one omission, the entire system of 
Genesis 10 should be analyzed to discover how well it reduces to 
six sets of eleven apart from the “imperial clan.” If the three sons 
of Noah in 10:3 are set aside, the Japhethite section contains 
eleven names. The Hamite tetrad and subsequent Cushite group 
form another eleven if Nimrod is omitted as the text suggests in 
treating the “mighty hunter” as the center of a separate theme in 
10:8-9. Nimrod is the third name to omit from the system of 77 if 
we assume that he chose to be recognized as Reu in the imperial 
clan rather than among the stigmatic Hamites. 

The Mizraim clan totals eight and can be expanded to eleven 
by adding three sons of Noah in 10:3. That argument follows 
from Japheth’s identification with the Egyptian race as Atum Re. 
An assumed position of Ashkenaz, Riphath and Togarmah in an 
original Mizraim eleven places them in the Egyptian context 
consistent with their vassalage to Gomer, Pharaoh Khufu. The 
Canaanite eleven define the module of eleven. Shem’s section 
contains 22 names exclusive of those in the imperial clan. Those 
22 must be distinguished as two sets of eleven even though the 
Joktanite group is explicitly thirteen, leaving the Shemites and 
Aramaeans a total of nine. On some grounds two Joktanites 
should be isolated and explained as original members of a 
Shemite septad including the five names of 10:22. We understand 
that the full set of thirteen Joktanites was formed at some time 
after Sidon decided on an original set of eleven. In fact the 
system of Genesis 10 has been consistently redesigned, leaving 
the original sets of eleven as a substratum. 

The two men transferred from an original Shemite septad 
into the Joktanite thirteen were the two who would have formed 
the imperial line of Shem if it had not been for the Sidon-Inanna 
succession: Arphaxad I-Nanna and Obal-Utu— gods of the moon 
and sun in the Sumerian pantheon. We can see how profoundly 
important Moon and Sun were to the Noahic theocracy in the 
lunar and solar lines of Waddell’s Indo-Aryan king-list. Lunar 
Arphaxad and his solar son appear in the Joktanite list under the 
names Hadoram and Obal. Otherwise they would have appeared 
with the Shemite group of 10:22 under either these names or 
something like Arphaxad the Elder and Shamash. By transferring 
them to the Joktanite section, whoever was responsible for the 
change sought to confirm the logic of the Inanna succession once 
for all. Otherwise Arphaxad, Obal and Obal’s son Sheleph might 
have risen up to redefine the Shemite imperial line by replacing 
Shelah with Obal and Eber with Sheleph. In that case the 
imperial language of the capital zone might have turned out to be 
Sheleph’s Satem Aryan Slavic rather than Shelah-Marduk’s 
Semitic Akkadian. The Joktanite transfer made Mesopotamia safe 
for the Semites of Sargon, Hammurabi, Tiglath-Pilesar and 
Nebuchadnezzar. Study of the Hurrian myth of Kumarbi (Shem) 
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has suggested that Shem would have preferred to see _ his 
imperial line pass directly through his male line of Arphaxad I, 
Obal and Sheleph. The Satem Aryans must have felt cheated by 
the Inanna succession even though they are the one culture to 
have defined it clearly in their mythology of Kasyapa, Daksha I, 
Diti and Surya. 

The sequence of seven clans must be analyzed carefully. The 
danger of equivocation is great because there is little to restrain 
us once we we begin shuffling the clans of Genesis 10 around at 
will. We have placed the Canaanite clan first because of its 
preservation as eleven and because of the assumption that Sidon 
was the architect of the original scheme. However Sidon was 
enough of an early postdiluvian to have respected objective 
values distinct from the ego of the family of Ham. He sought to 
legitimize his innovations at every point to prove that he was a 
worthy successor to Noah-Apsu as supreme designer. This role of 
his is apparent in his Ugaritic character as Kother-wa-Khasis, the 
designer of Bal’s Temple. In that mythology he seeks to advance 
the cause of Bal-Shem, embattled by the animosity of the sons of 
Bull El-Shelah. Dynastic struggles of this kind complicate the 
task of establishing the sequence of clans. We need either a 
compelling principle or explicit tradition. 

The given text of Genesis 10 might be the guide we need 
except for evidence that it has been historically worked over by 
theocratic revolution (not by any sort of textual redaction since 
the time of Moses). The text records how the system passed 
down to Moses, not how it may have originally been designed. 
Divine inspiration pertains to the words selected by Moses in 
conveying the cumulative historical reality which Genesis 10 
refers to and in the providential control over the content to 
assure that nothing about Noah’s’ family has’ been 
misrepresented. 

A compelling consideration is that the Aratta schism broke 
out in the 210th year at the moment when Sidon approached the 
task of forming the second set of eleven. The eight Erechite 
heroes who arose by the 216th year corresponded to the 
Japhethite septad which begins the formal structure of the 
system in Genesis 10. By favoring the Japhethites with the 
companionship of his son Shelah-Marduk, Sidon committed 
himself to logic which accounts for the Japhethite opening of the 
system as it now exists in the text. Assuming that the Canaanite 
group came first and the imperial group at the rise of Sargon, the 
rest of the system follows the sequence of the existing text. The 
overall isochronic scheme is as follows: 

Canaanite eleven (Genesis 10:15-18), 2338; 
Japhethite eleven (10:2, 4), 2308; 
Hamite-Cushite eleven (10:6-7), 2278; 
Imperial eleven (10:1, 24-25, 11: 18-19), 2248; 
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Mizraim eleven (10:3, 13-14), 2218; 
Shemite eleven (10:22-23, 27-28), 2188; and 
Joktanite eleven (10:26-29), 2158. 
The entire system can be presented in tabular form as 
follows [cp. Book 135-138]: 


Table 4.6 Isochronic Feudal Oaths of Genesis 10 [cp. 
Book 135] 30 year sections 


Year Name Feudal Lord “Father” Alternative 
Names 
2338 Sidon Canaan, Poseidon, Enki 
Cronus 
2338 Heth Canaan, Hades, Ur-Nanshe 
Cronus 
2338 Jebus- Canaan, Zeus, Shem 
Cronus 
2338 Amor- Canaan Riphath, Seba, Adamu 
2338 Girgash- Canaan Hermes, Ham, Hanu 
2338 Hiv- Canaan Hephaestus, Peleg, Kingu 
2338 Ark- Canaan Arcas, Gether, Agathyrsus 
2338 Sin- Canaan Demeter, Lakshmi 
2338 Arvad- Canaan Aphrodite, Parvati 
2338 Zemar- Canaan Hestia, Ganga 
2338 Hamath Canaan Hera, Saraswati, Anath 
2308 Gomer Japheth Himerus, Himavan, Hler, Llyr 
2308 Magog Japheth Rudra, Kari 
2308 Madai Japheth Agni, Logi 
2308 Javan Japheth Soma, Bran 
2308 Meshech Japheth Aram, Joktan, Meskiaggasher, 
Car 
2308 Tubal Japheth Elam, Eber, Gilgamesh, Atys 
2308 Tiras Japheth Tyrsenus 
2308 Elishah Japheth Agenor 
2308 Tarshish Japheth Phoenix 
2308 Kitt- Japheth Cadmus, Khetm 
2308 Rodan Japheth Danaus, Ro 
2278 Cush Ham Hyperion, Tane-mahuta 
2278 Mizraim Ham Oceanus, Tangaroa, Mynogan, 
Min 
2278 Phut Ham Iapetus, Tawhiri-matea 
2278 Canaan Ham Cronus, Tu-matuenga 
2278 Seba Cush Dionysus, Osiris-Asir, Riphath, 
Adamu, Shiva 
2278 Havilah Cush Ham, Zehuti, Uranus, Hermes, 
II Raki, Hanu 
2278 Sabtah Cush Horus the Younger, Ganesha 
2278 Raamah Cush Shem, Seth, Brahma, Harharu 
2278 Sabtecah Cush Peleg, Sobek, Bhrigu, Puluga, 
Karaduku 
2278 Sheba II Cush Japheth, Atum Re, Prajapati, 
Suabu 
2278 Dedan Cush Noah, Nun, Indra, Didanu 
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2248 Noah An, El Elyon Kudai Bai Ulgon, Bai-Ulgan, 

Kudda 
2248 Shem Ishkur, Ishkur, Aliyan Bal, Adad, Thor, 

Yahweh Teutates 
2248 Ham Nanna, El Zehuti 
Shaddai 
224 Japheth Utu, Yahweh Atum Re 
8 Sabaoth 
224 Arphaxad I Nanna, El Nanna, Yerikh, 
8 Shaddai Khnum,Taranis, Daksha 
224 Shelah Ea-Enki, El Marduk, Bull El 
8 Olam 
224 Eber Dumuzi, Atys, Athamas, Adonis, Wild 
8 Yahweh Bull Dumuzi, Ebore 
Adonai 
224 Peleg Nergal Nergal, Prometheus, Phrixus, 
8 Frey, Cernunnus [NART: 
“Nazren” | 

224 Joktan Enlil, Elohim Khitan, Baal Melgart, 
8 Melicertes, Odin, Esus, Esu 
224 Reu Ninurta, El Ninurta, Nimrod, Sargon, 
8 Gibbor Asshur, Orion 
224 Serug Nanna, El Manishtushu 
8 Shaddai 
221 Ashkenaz Gomer Vishnu, Wakan-Tanka 
8 
221 Riphath Gomer Shiva Pashupati, Tamula 
8 
221 Togarmah Gomer Xiuhtecuhtli, Sokar 
8 
221 Zud- Mizraim Susanowo, Sosondowah 
8 
221 Anam- Mizraim Amaterasu 
8 
221 Lehab- Mizraim Noah, Geb, Glooskap 
8 
221 Naphtuh- Mizraim Nephthys, Hamath, Anath, 
8 Saraswati 
221 Pathrus- Mizraim Osiris-Asir, Riphath, Seba 
8 
221 Masluh- Mizraim Japheth, Maslum 
8 
221 Philist- Mizraim Beli 
8 
221 Caphtor- Mizraim Dén 
8 
218 Elam Shem Eber, Gilgamesh, Atys 
8 
218 Asshur Shem Reu, Nimrod, Sargon, Orion 
8 
218 Arphaxad Shem Shelah, Assaluhe, Marduk, Tr 
8 II Il 
218 Lud Shem Peleg, Lugalannemundu, 
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8 Nergal, Lydos 

218 Aram Shem Joktan, Meskiaggasher, Car 

8 

218 Uz Aram Scythes 

8 

218 Hul Aram Hyllos, Hullr 

8 

218 Gether Aram Agathyrsus, Arcas, Ark- 

8 

218 Mash Aram Madhe 

8 

218 Hadoram Joktan Arphaxad I, Nanna, Saturnus, 

8 Taranis 

218 Obal Joktan Utu, Hobal, Apollo 

8 

215 Almodad Joktan Orpheus son of Apollo 

8 

215 Sheleph Joktan Asklepius son of Apollo 

8 

215 Hazarmave Joktan Mot son of Bull El 

8 th 

215 Jerah Joktan Athtar son of Bull El 

8 [Poss. 

Herakles/Z 
eus-II] 

215 Uzal Joktan Inanna daughter of Nanna 

8 

215 Diklah Joktan Tukla, Utuhegal, Arphaxad II, 

8 Shelah 

215 Abimael Joktan Enmerkar 

8 

2158 Sheba I Joktan Durga (Sheba-I), Ninhursag, 
Hathor 

2158 Ophir Joktan Kali, Dumuzi-abzu, Bast 

2158 Havilah I Joktan Mahadevi, Ereshkigal, Wazet- 
Buto 

2158 Jobab Joktan Uma, Nammu, Nanshe, 
Ningal, Ningirda, Nekhebet 


The insertion of the divine Hebrew names of God as feudal lords 
of the imperial clan is intended to show the genuinely theocratic 
pretensions of the Noahic elite. It must be kept in mind that 
neither Shem of Yahweh Elohim nor Melchizedek of El Elyon was 
in any sense Hebrew, Israelite or Jewish; and yet the Bible 
reveals that these two versions of Shem were legitimate priests 
of these names of God. The degeneration of Noah’s theocracy has 
no bearing on its original state of legitimacy. There is nothing in 
the Bible to suggest that the Sumerian name Nanna and the 
lunar cult attached to this name, for example, were not at one 
time legitimate forms of worshipping Abraham’s El Shaddai. To 
me the name Nanna simply means “God the controller of times 
and seasons.” The moon is His natural clock. 
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Ethnology of the Aratta Schism 

The Aratta Schism occurred in 2308 when the Japhethities 
were established by feudal oath and Japheth’s fifth vassal, 
Meshech-Joktan, founded the Eanna dynasty as Meskiaggasher, 
“son” of Utu, Japheth’s solar principle. Because Sumerian Utu is 
Araphaxad I’s son Obal, Peleg feared that the new order 
threatened the end of the Inanna succession by replacing Shelah 
with Obal. He was attempting to preserve the Inanna succession 
which made him fourth imperial heir of Shem. Gomer in 
particular threatened him with an attempt to bring glory to his 
mother Durga (Sheba-I) by favoring a redefinition of the imperial 
line directly through her son the Jade Emperor rather than 
indirectly through the Emperor’s daughter Inanna. It is no 
coincidence that Gomer appears in the Balto-Slavic pantheon as 
its sun god Dazhbog. The solar principle now rose to dominance 
through Utu-Obal, Japheth-Atum Re and Gomer-Dazhbog. If 
Gomer had had his way, the fourth heir of Shem would have been 
some unidentified son of Asklepius, father of the Slavs. The 
erstwhile home of the Slavs at Umma was to hostile Lagash what 
Japheth’s Uruk was to Aratta just as we have suggested by 
identifying Ur-Nanshe of Lagash as leader of the army of Aratta 
under Mahadevi and Peleg. That is why Japheth, builder of Uruk, 
was worshiped by the pagan Slavs as their chief god Svarog 
despite their descent from Shem’s male line great-grandson 
Sheleph. The world was split, once for all into warring camps by 
a dynastic feud between Gomer and Peleg over membership of 
Shem’s line of heirs recorded in Genesis 11. The feud originally 
took shape in 2338 soon after the Tower of Babel event. Japheth 
and Gomer felt that Ham’s condemned fiasco at Babel should 
disqualify his great-grandson Shelah from becoming Shem’s 
second imperial heir. 

Peleg and his mother Mahadevi withdrew half the world to 
distant Aratta to secure this populace from listening to Gomer 
propagandize for Durga (Sheba-I)’s cause. According to a 
Sumerian text on the Uruk-Aratta conflict, Inanna equivocated 
over which side she favored. On the one hand, she was reckoned 
the chief goddess of Uruk and therefore Japtheth’s ally drawn to 
the claims of her grandmother Durga (Sheba-I) and father the 
Jade Emperor. On the other hand, we can see how intensely her 
paramour Sidon-Enki worked on her to win her favor by 
promising her supreme power in Inanna and the God of Wisdom, 
a text translated in Wolkstein and Kramer. Sidon’s transparent 
motive was to secure the succession for their son Shelah, who 
was obliged to fight for it as Marduk. Sidon’s Inanna succession 
proved victorious with or without her favor. An analysis of her 
Medb panel of the Gundestrup Caldron may shed light on how 
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she conducted herself during the war. The similar Taranis panel, 
devoted to her father, may suggest how the Jade Emperor 
contended for the succession of his male line. The irony is that 
the Inanna succession espoused by Aratta won out despite its 
defeat in battle. In order to secure the succession of Sidon’s male 
line once for all, the people who favored it were condemned to 
Feng-Du and perpetual exile. Because the sadistic Feng-Du 
tradition is Chinese, it represents the condition that the Jade 
Emperor proposed in order to abandon his claims to the 
succession. The fierceness of the Feng-Du tradition foreshadows 
the Chinese accomplishment as the world’s foremost early 
inventors of military weaponry. 

Table 4.5 above shows the disposition of leaders and their 
ethnic groups on the eve of the schism. Sidon remained at his 
cult center of Eridu where he ruled the Hellenes and 
Austronesians, establishing his Hellenic identity as Poseidon. 
Further study of Austronesian tradition will probably disclose a 
version of Sidon. As Utu, Obal reigned over Celts and Hamites at 
Sippar. Meskiaggasher, by identifying himself as a vassal of Utu, 
brought the Hamites to prominence again as they had been at 
the Tower of Babel thirty years earlier. A definitive analysis of 
the Cernunnus world ethnology might be expected to shed light 
on how the world community was halved at the Aratta schism. 
Three of the eight protoplasts were never exiled— Semites, 
Hamites and Sumerians— unless we consider coveted Egypt as a 
land of exile. On that point I agree with Kramer that the 
Sumerians knew three lands across the Lower Sea: Dilmun-India, 
Meluhha-Ethiopia and Magan-Egypt. Nowhere in any of the 
Sumerian records is there a suggestion that these lands were 
exilic or proscribed. Even Meluhha-Ethiopia was free from such a 
taint because the Kushitics spoke the Semitic tongue proper to 
the Enlilship in the First Kish era when Sumer was not yet 
confined to Sumerians. The overall implication is that Semites, 
Hamites and Sumerians distinct from the kindred Ural-Altaics 
refused to join Peleg in Aratta. The Semites of Martu, Hamites at 
Sippar and Sumerians at Nippur remained where they were in 
2308. 

Of these three conservative stocks two, Semites and 
Hamites, owed their origins to males, Ham and Japheth. The 
Sumerians owed theirs, however, to the female Uma. The Aratta 
group consisted chiefly of Mahadevi’s Amerindians, Noah’s Ural- 
Altaics, Kali’s Austronesians and, ironically, Durga (Sheba-I)’s 
Sino-Tibetans, who should have served the dynastic aspirations 
of Durga (Sheba-I) and the Jade Emperor instead. That they did 
not accounts for the graphic ferocity of the punishments 
threatened by Feng-Du. That angry tradition expresses the the 
furious outrage of the Jade Emperor when he discovered that his 
people betrayed him to serve Peleg. This strange rebellion of the 
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Sino-Tibetan stock against the interests of their father Arphaxad 
I-Taranis helps to explain the further irony that the Emperor 
agreed to abandon his hopes for the imperial claims of his son 
Utu-Obal for the sadistic pleasure of punishing his rebellious 
people. His anger outweighed his family ambitions with the 
result that Shem’s second and third heirs are Shelah and Eber 
rather than Obal and Sheleph. In dealing with the racial stock of 
Adam’s son Seth, Noah, Durga (Sheba-I) and Arphaxad I we are 
confronted by extremely strong wills. The stubborn manner of 
the Sethites Noah and Arphaxad helps to explain rebellions 
against them. For an impression of the facial appearance of the 
Jade Emperor, we can turn to the Taranis panel of the 
Gundestrup Caldron. 

The other male stock was the Indo-European divided as we 
have seen into eleven branches in 2338. The response of this 
stock to the choice between Uruk and Aratta was complicated by 
that earlier division. The eleven branches could not and did not 
behave as a protoplastic unit. Nor is the Centum-Satem 
distinction quite adequate to explain how the issue was decided. 
The Iranians in Gutium appear never to have been exiled as 
though they refused to join the Aratta community. The Scythians, 
however, spoke a variety of Iranian; and we have interpreted 
them as exiles togther with the Ural Altaics and Slavs. The case 
of the Slavs is even more puzzling. Sheleph was the person who 
stood most to gain by overthrowing the Inanna succession by 
defeating Peleg. Yet part of the Slavic protoplast— the East 
Slavic Russians and Ukrainians— went into exile. 

Baugh reports nothing to confirm or deny a Centum 
classification of the Armenian-Phrygian group, which he 
describes as “somewhat isolated.” The Hittites are believed to be 
entirely independent of the Centum-Satem distinction. Modern 
Albanian is so mixed with other languages that its original type 
has been difficult to treat as one of the eleven distinct branches. 
Baugh suggests that it may well be a survival from ancient 
Illyrian. A fact of some value for our study concerns Hittite and is 
summed up by Baugh or Cable: “Jt is sufficient, however, to think 
of Hittite as having separated from the Indo-European 
community some centuries (perhaps 500 years or more) before 
any of the other groups began to detach themselves.” (34) Of 
course I have just challenged the assumption that the other 
groups had not detached themselves by an early date, 2338, and 
not in the Kurgan region but in the city states of First Kish 
Sumer. According to our reading of the Cernunnus panel, the 
Hittites distinguished themselves in 2338 to the extent of leaving 
Mesopotamia for Martu and living apart from other Indo- 
Europeans from that date forward. The Centum Aryans, on the 
other hand, despite their separation into the different city states, 
remained together as a unit until passing into Europe. In a 
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further summary Baugh or Cable suggests that the only 
languages classifiable in the Centum group are the Hellenic, 
Germanic, Italic, Celtic and Tocharian. Except for Tocharian 
these branches remained together after joining the Aratta 
community, suffered exile to Oman and made their way to 
Europe. 

The Marduk Epic is suggestive in |. 94 of Tablet III by 
naming as eleven the “monsters” that Tiamat marshals against 
Marduk. These eleven were a new clan formed by Heth from his 
own family revealed in the Ur-Nanshe dynasty after 2278. 
However it is just as likely that the eleven Hittite leaders took 
charge of whatever people they could recruit from the eleven 
divisions of the Cernunnus system. A strong hint comes from 
Germanic mythology on this point. By treating Sidon-Loki as a 
malign trickster, it suggests that the Germans identified with the 
rest of the Centum Aryans in the Aratta alliance and viewed 
Sidon as their adversary in his commitment to Japheth’s version 
of Uruk. If Heth took the lead in forming the army of Aratta, it 
was because he felt closer to his young half brother Peleg 
through the motherhood of Mahadevi than to his half brother 
Sidon through the common father Canaan. Such a split between 
Sidon and Heth bears directly on how the Indo-European 
branches lined up on two sides of the conflict. 

The unbroken core of the Aratta Indo-Europeans was the 
Centum group consisting of five branches. If those five had 
simply been joined by the Balto-Slavs and Scythian half of the 
Iranians, Heth would have claimed an imbalenced six and a half 
of the eleven branches. Furthermore we would have to assume 
that Sidon took control of Heth’s Hittites to maintain the 
remaining four and a half branches of the stock. Moreover the 
passage cited from the Marduk Epic implies that Heth controlled 
at least part of each of the eleven branches. If balance was 
achieved, it must have been in some other way. The best 
explanation is that Sidon and Heth claimed a solid core of only 
four branches each. Sidon’s four can be deduced from various 
traditions. His image as Kasyapa father of Surya identifies him 
with the Indians. Despite the exilic destiny of the Centum 
branches, we cannot dismiss the possibility that he claimed a 
share of them at first. Both the traditions of Poseidon-Neptune 
and the Mediterranean locations of Greece and Italy suggest that 
Sidon’s share included Hellenes and Italics. The Hellenes, we 
have seen, inhabited Sidon-Enki’s own city of Eridu. Hellenic 
tradition interprets the Aratta cause as Titanic and therefore 
malign. The German, despite treating Sidon as an untrustworthy 
trickster, owe more genetically to white Sidon than to red Heth. 
So Sidon’s four branches were the Indians, Hellenes, Italics and 
Germans. 

Heth naturally claimed his own people the Hittites, drawing 
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them with him to Aratta. The figure Peleg-Cernunnus embodies 
the Armenian-Thraco-Phrygian branch in itself and identifies this 
branch with the Aratta faction. The figure’s firm grasp of the 
serpent making him an Ophiuchus or serpent-bearer reads as an 
acknowledgment that Peleg forced the Tocharians to join him. 
The strong Gallic focus on Cernunnus implies that the Celts 
“went with Fergus” and also joined the Aratta community. So 
Peleg’s and Heth’s core of Indo-European branches consisted of 
Hittites, Thraco-Phrygians, Tocharians and Celts. This analysis 
leaves a balance of three stocks on neutral ground as though 
each was split by the schism. The three are Balto-Slavs, Iranians 
and Illyrian-Albanians. Evidence from Ptolemy’s atlas bears on 
each case. 

The remarkable appearance of Joktanite tribes both in Balto- 
Slavic Sarmatia and Semitic Arabia implies that the Balto-Slavs 
at Umma were given the option of adopting the Semitic tongue in 
order to avoid the Aratta faction. Such a conversion is consistent 
with Shem’s dual control of the Indo-Europeans and Semites 
after Noah’s curse-blessing. The Iranians who went to Aratta 
became Scythians; the rest were loyal to Uruk. The case of the 
Illyrian-Albanian branch also requires a close look at Ptolemy 
after noticing that the historic Albanians have traditionally 
divided theselves into the Gheg and Tosc tribes. The name Gheg 
suggests Girgash-, Canaanite name of Ham at the heart of the 
Aratta cause. “Tosc” echoes the “Tusc” variation of the Etruscans 
of Japhethite Tiras, one of the eight Erechite heroes. The ancient 
Illyrians reinforce this impression. [ED. Ptolemy’s “Tusces” near 
Piatigorsk] 

Ptolemy’s Chart VI of Illyricum shows a tribe, the Ditiones, in 
the extreme north of Illyria proper. The name suggests Diti, Indo- 
Aryan name of Inanna, who plays an ambivalent role in the Uruk- 
Aratta conflict. She is recognized as the chief deity of Uruk and 
yet is also claimed as patroness by Aratta. Although Diti-Inanna 
was the mother of Shelah-Lugalbanda— the chief Erechite hero— 
she was also the centerpiece of the Inanna succession for which 
Peleg contended in the Aratta scheme. At the opposite, southern 
end of Ilyricum, in the south of Dalmatia, Ptolemy shows a pair of 
tribes, the Siculotae and Ducleotae, both suggesting Tukla- 
Diklah, Shelah’s Joktanite name. Although Ptolemy’s topography 
strays far from reality, he locates the Ducleotae near the Drin in 
northern Albania and the Siculotae to the west near the Adriatic. 
These tribe names confirm the identification of the Albanian 
Toscs with Shelah and the Erechite cause. The position of the 
Ditiones at the northern end of Illyricum suggests the northern 
position of Aratta and identifies the Illyrians proper as Peleg’s 
division of the greater Albanian stock. Two intervening tribes, the 
Ceraunii east of the Ditiones and Narensii, north of the Siculotae, 
suggest the Indo-Aryan and Akkadian names of the fourth 
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Akkadian Emperor, Karamba and Naram Sin, Peleg’s third heir 
Nahor, who like him profited from the Inanna succession. 
At this point the ethnology of the Aratta schism can be 
tabulated as follows: 


Table 4.7 Ethnology of the Aratta Schism [cp. Book 102] 


Location Uruk Faction Aratta 
Faction 

Eridu Hellenes Austronesians, Hellenes 

Ur Albanians Illyrians, Sino-Thai 

Uruk Tocharians, Tibeto-Burmans 

Lagash Germans Amerindians, Germans 

Umma Semitic Arabs Balto-Slavs 

Nippur Italics, Italics 

Sumerians 
Kish Thraco-Phrygian-Armenians, 
Ural-Altaics 

Sippar Hamites Celts 

Martu Semites Hittites 

Marhashi- Indians 

Syria 

Gutium Iranians Scythians 


Either before, during or after the Erech-Aratta War, something 
caused the Centum Aryans destined for Europe to abandon the 
cause of Uruk, join the Aratta community and eventually to suffer 
exile on an Arabian coast. They are duplicated in italics as 
secondary members of the Aratta faction. The simplest 
explanation lies with one of the Sumerian legends to the effect 
that Aratta regarded Inanna as a patroness to the extent of 
hosting her. Inanna appears in the Celtic pantheon as the war 
goddess Medb, featured in the Medb panel of the Gundestrup 
Caldron. The Celts, as we have seen, were charter members of 
the Aratta community. If their identification with Inanna was as 
great as the Medb tradition suggests, she may have actually 
ordered the Hellenes, Italics and Germans to support the Aratta 
effort when she sensed its distress. The Medb panel represents 
Aratta under siege. 

In the Olympian tradition, Artemis-Diana is prominent as 
Apollo’s sister. The identification is an obvious one because 
Inanna is the explicit sister of the Sumerian sun god Utu, just as 
Artemis is the explicit sister of the sun god, Apollo. The cult of 
Artemis differs from that of Inanna because she is reckoned a 
goddess of the moon as though adopting the priesthood of her 
Sumerian father, the moon god Nanna. We have seen the high 
importance attached to high priestesses of the moon god Suen- 
Nanna in the culture of the Akkadian emperors. Once again that 
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empire was a direct result of the the Inanna succession which 
made Peleg and his heirs emperors of Mesopotamia. In 
converting from a Sumero-Akkadian heaven goddess to a 
Hellenic moon goddess, Inanna must have identified with the 
Hellenes and other Centum Aryans, leading them either by 
directive or personally to join the Aratta faction. She then shared 
in the treaty that appeased the wrath of her father by agreeing to 
hand the Centum Aryans over to punitive exile. Artemis’s 
reputation for quasi-monastic chastity contrasts with what 
Inanna herself calls “stinking deeds” and implies a moral 
conversion comparable to the one practiced by the Byzantine 
Empress Theodora. The comparative chastity of the Germans 
stressed throughout Tacitus’ Germania may well reflect on 
Artemis’ influence in this stage of their history. At present, 
however, I do not command the name of a Germanic goddess 
comparable to Greco-Roman Artemis-Diana or to Celtic Medb. 


Ethical Themes of the Feudal Clans of Eleven 

From 2308 forward ethics became a major issue. Each feudal 
set of eleven created by Sidon possessed its own ethical motive 
derived from some high god of the theocracy. From the solar 
Utuship Japheth derived an emphasis on obedience and loyalty 
that gave feudalism an ethical as well as political character. 
Enkidu’s relationship to Tubal-Gilgamesh illustrates a theme of 
loyalty that took shape both as vassalage of the Genesis 14 type 
and as personal service of “squire” to “knight.” The symbolic 
name Enkidu— “Creature of Enki’— connoted “feudal man,” 
“loyal vassal” or “obedient servant.” It was against this 
background of loyalty that the Aratta faction was judged and 
punished. Taranis, the Jade Emperor, found in the behavior of his 
Sino-Tibetans the worst sort of disloyalty. The concept of Feng- 
Du breathes out fire against any repetition of such treason. 

The Hamite-Cushite eleven received their feudal definition in 
2278. The Enlilship claimed by Cush meant the principle of law. 
As students of modern history know, the rule of law differs from 
the feudal rule of men. In Sidon’s view, however, all these 
principles were complementary. The Aratta faction had offended 
against the natural law of social solidarity: Japheth Atum-Re’s 
atum or totality. Those who seek to destroy society will be 
destroyed by it. The Aratta offenders had broken the fabric of 
society with illicit emigration. Their natural punishment was 
forced emigration to the ends of the earth. In working out the 
logic of this punishment, Arabia was selected because there is 
some evidence that the primal sin of Ham occurred when Noah’s 
undivided family was in Yemen or Hadramaut during a nomadic 
tour of the earth like the one Noah conducted in the late 
antediluvian period. 
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After 2248 preoccupation with the lunar cult of Nanna in the 
family of Sargon demonstrates that the Imperial eleven who 
received their definition that year served the lunar principle of 
mutability or systematic change. Empires differ from monarchies 
as imperial dictators differ from national kings. Ruling emphasis 
shifts from the continuity of tradition to innovation. The 
difference has been expressed throughout history. The Holy 
Roman Empire founded in 962 antagonized the monarchic 
Papacy the following century. Emperor Napoleon captured and 
humiliated a pope after the French Revolutionists changed the 
calendar and spread their innovative ideals throughout Europe 
without regard for national traditions. The Akkadians innovated 
against the principle of thirty year political eras by reserving 
sixty years for themselves. Sargon’s dynastic father Peleg- 
Lugalannemundu had laid the groundwork for this innovation by 
stretching the truth and claiming a contenuous reign from 2338 
to 2448. Although Sargon and Naram Sin confined their reigns to 
sixty years the empire continued for at least another thirty years 
from 2188 to 2158 and matched the ninety years that Peleg had 
claimed for himself. These reigns extending beyond the Noahic 
module were the innovation, based on the lunar principle of time 
that marked the difference between imperium and kingship. 

The spirit of innovation was not the only formal principle 
which drove the career of Naram Sin. Even more relevant was 
the ethical theme introduced in the next Noahic era in 2218. The 
set of eleven defined that year centered in the Mizraim clan. The 
first name in that list Zud-, refers to Mizraim’s grandson 
Susanowo, a storm god, establishing the theme of the era as the 
Ishkuship. This principle of thunder and lightning represents 
iconoclastic violence in a righteous cause such as Shem- 
Lugalzaggesi’s destruction of the cult of Ningirsu at Lagash or 
the promise given to the Risen Christ to overcomers in the 
Church at Thyatira, Alexander the Great’s military camp in 
Phrygia: 


To him who overcomes and does my will to the end, I will give 
authority over the nations. He will rule them with an iron 


scepter;_he will dash them to pieces like pottery just as I have 
received authority from my father. 


The phrase “authority over the nations” represents the imperial 
principle just discussed. The act of “dashing them to pieces” 
represents the Ishkurship, the Blitzkrieg needed to bring such 
change about in the face of opposition. Invariably attached to the 
Ishkurship is the element of heroic struggle as in the Twelve 
Labors of Herakles, Shem-Aliyan Bal’s struggles to over come the 
hostility of the sons of Bull El or the cruel modern perversion of 
the principle by Adolf Hitler, who wrote a book Mein Kampf, “My 
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Struggle,” and then proceeded to do what he could to smash the 
nations like pottery by means of “lightning war.” 

Mizraim himself is represented by a lightning bolt as the 
Egyptian god Min. Another example is the late life potbellied 
image of Noah as the storm god Indra, leader of his barefoot 
Amorite storm troopers the Maruts as I describe them in a poem 
“Ride of the Maruts.” Naram Sin adopted the same ethos in his 
various warlike conquests such as his victory over the Lullubi 
celebrated in the remarkable Victory Stele of Naram Sin found at 
Susa in Elam and housed in the Louvre. Photographs of this 
artifact are available at three sources listed at the outset under 
the Google entry on “Stele of Naram Sin.” The best of these can 
be printed but not copied. The image below is from: 

www.usc.edu.schools/annenberg/asc/projects/comm544/librar 
y/images/828.html 


...and copied on 121406. The three entries all agree on a date of 
c. 2300-2200 well within the period of 2248 to 2188 which our 
chronology assigns to Sargon and Naram Sin. The second entry 
gives as Naram Sin’s reigning bracket dates 2256-2218, 
beginning twelve years earlier than 2248 but ending precisely at 
the next Noahic epoch at the close of the tenth such era. I 
interpret 2218 as the mid-point of the sixty years that Sargon and 
Naram Sin shared. The dates given by the entry have no doubt 
been derived from backward extrapolation from Middle Eastern 
data. Our date derives from a forward extrapolation from a Flood 
date of 2518 derived from backward extrapolation of biblical 
passages. 


Victory Stella of Naram-Sin 
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over the mountain tribe of the Lullubi and their king Satuni. 
[Public Domain image Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike 3.0 France 
license. 
Taken from Wikipedia] 


The year 2218 is in fact the one which saw the establishment 
of the heroic Ishkurship in the Mizraim clan together with the 
remarkable colonists Ashkenaz, Riphath and Togarmah. In order 
to bring the Mizraim clan into focus, we need to explain how they 
participated in the whole course of the exilic process. We have 
seen that their chief contribution was to the colonization of 
Africa. An earlier instance is the Indus Valley where Riphath- 
Seba’s Mizraim name Pathrus- gives the colony of Dravidians 
there the value of an intermediate stage in the exile of 
Austronesians, Ural Altaics and Sino-Tibetans. Riphath himself 
figures as the intermediate lord of the Austronesians in particular 
in his occurrence as Olifat of the Micronesians. The Japanese 
memory of Zud- and Anam- as Susanowo and Amaterasu suggests 
that they played similar roles for the Ural Altaics and Sino- 
Tibetans. In this case, we require additional intermediate 
locations for the two additional Oriental protoplasts. Annam, the 
old name of Vietnam, has always suggested the Anamim of the 
Mizraim clan. If this relationship holds true, the Sino-Thais 
approached China from the south, coordinating the Chinese and 
Thais from the outset. Inspection of Austroasiatic pantheons 
should reveal a sun goddess equivalent to Amaterasu. 

A further implication is that Zud-Susanowo accompanied 

Ashkenaz through a pass of the Himalayas to establish an 
intermediate location for the Ural-Altaics and Tibeto-Burmans. 
That location turns out to be the Tarim Basin, Sinkiang Province 
of modern China. Conclusive evidence comes from Ptolemy’s 
Chart XXIII of this region. 
The chief peoples of the region are the Issedones on the west and 
Seres of Serica on the east. The opening part of the name 
Issedon hints at Izanagi, father of Susanowo and Amaterasu. 
Ptolemy’s chart shows a town Issedon Serica and farther west 
Issedon Scythica, marking the eastern and western extension of 
this important people. 

A decisive hypothesis explains these relationships. The 
Japanese name Izanagi corresponds to Pharaoh Sanakhte, 
founder of Egyptian Dynasty III, just before Djoser, a version of 
Shelah. The implication is that Sanakte and Izanagi, are versions 
of Shelah’s father Sidon, hence the name Issedon. Evidently Zud- 
Susanowo planted the intermediate colony of the Issedones as a 
point of departure for both Ural-Altaics and Tibeto-Burmans. An 
issue is to translate Ptolemy’s often vague geography into 
modern terms and pinpoint the Issedones. Of equal importance is 
Serica shown to the east of the Issedones. The name Serica can 
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now be identified with Hellenic Eryx, son of Poseidon and 
Aphrodite— Sidon and Arvad-Parvati. In ethnographic context 
Eryx figures as a version of Sidon’s son Zud-Susanowo. As for 
this intrusion of Sidon into the genetic origin of the first two 
vassals of Mizraim, it should be remembered that Poseidon 
supplanted the Ocean Titan Mizraim as god of the sea and that 
Sidon served as Ka-ap, one of the first rulers of Egypt as well as 
Sanakte of Dynasty III. The Issedones and Seres derived from 
Sidon and his son Zud-. 

The two races share a mutual border in the Tarim Basin. 
Chart XXIII is comparatively easy to read because because the 
Serica is wedged between two mountain ranges clearly 
equivalent to the mountains that define Sinkiang on the north 
and south. Ptolemy’s “Arzaciorum Montes” are the Tien Shan to 
the north. His “Casii Montes” are the Kunlun or Kokoshili Range 
in northwestern Tibet; and the “Asmoraei Montes,” the Altun 
Shan along the southeastern border of the province. The label 
“Oechardes Flumen” is applied both to the Tarim River flowing 
east and west and the Hotan flowing north and south through 
Sinkiang. Against this topographical background, the town 
Issedon Serica lies at the south end of the Hotan not far from the 
present town Hotan. Issedon Scythica lies to the west end of 
Sinkiang perhaps at Kashi or Shule. The label “Issedones 
Magnum Genus” is placed just west of the Hotan; and “Serica,” 
north of the Tarim between it and the mountains. Sinkiang is 
clearly the intermediate location proper to the “Zudim” in the 
Mizraim system. 


Chapter Five 


PRE-DYNASTIC EGYPT 
Narmer (Nahor) and His Enemies 


Before dealing with the Mesopotamian twenty-second 
century, it is necessary to discuss the Egyptian First Dynasty and 
a reality brought to light by a striking artifact known as the 
Narmer (Nahor) Palette. According to Waddell’s daring concept 
of Lower Sea activity by the Akkadians, Narmer (Nahor) was to 
Naram Sin what the dynastic first founder Menes was to 
Manishushu: the same person operating on Egyptian rather than 
Mesopotamian soil. Like Naram Sin, Narmer (Nahor) was a 
proud and bloodthirsty ruler. In this stage of postdiluvian history, 
the prohibition against bloodshed broke down completely. How 
many deaths might have occurred in the Uruk-Aratta War is 
unknown to me; but the central feature of a duel by leaders 
suggests that they were minimal and that none of the fifty-four 
Genesis 10 elite perished there. This policy no longer operated in 
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the time of Narmer (Nahor). The reverse side of the Narmer 
(Nahor) Palette shows a field of battle with two rows of five 
decapitated corpses with their heads between their legs. Not 
much is known about the history of Dynasty I but the basic facts 
are related by Simpson in The Ancient Near East. This dynasty 
began with the unification of the Two Egypts (“Mizraim”). The 
combined kingdom succeeded a predynastic regime. 


Narmer (Nahor) Palette: Obverse and Reverse 
The images of front and back have been copied from 
www.ancient-egypt.org/kings/0101_Narmer 
(Nahor)/palette.html. The date is 121506. 

The images of front and back have been copied from 
www.ancient-egypt.org/kings/0101 Narmer  palette.html. The 

date is 12-15-06. 

One of the signs of Lower (North) Egypt was a white crown. 
Its protective deity was the vulture goddess Nekhebet, who 
identifies with Uma, mother of Shem-Seth of Lower (North) 
Egypt. Even before the time of Menes the crown of Upper 
(South)) Egypt was red rather than white. The definitive goddess 
of Lower (North) Egypt was Uadjet-Buto, Egyptian version of 
Mahadevi, the red matriarch. Menes’ conquest of Upper (South)) 
Egypt was launched from Abydos in Lower (North) Egypt and 
climaxed at Memphis, site of the later Pyramid Dynasty IV 
including Japheth and four members of his family. Concerning 
the Two Egypts Simpson concludes, “More likely there were 
predynastic rulers of each kingdom, and the founder of the 
double kingship, Menes, annexed the title of his unsuccessful 
opponent” (202). Simpson’s summary reads off the 
hieroglyphic names of rulers of the First Dynasty: “Rosette- 
Skorpion, Narmer (Nahor), Aha, Djer, Djet, Den, Anedjib, 
Semerkhet and Qa” (203). Narmer (Nahor)’s reign came early 
in the sequence. 

Simpson suggests that Narmer (Nahor) may have been the 
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real founder of the dynasty indistinguishable from Manetho’s 
Menes. Narmer (Nahor), Aha and the others were obliged to fight 
battles in maintaining power in the north. Simpson’s summary 
interpretation of some of the detail of the Palette obverse 
includes the following: “On one side the upper register shows 
Narmer (Nahor), with the Lower (North) Egyptian crown, 
brandishing a mace and clutching a hair-knot of an enemy 
identified by the hieroglyphs for harpoon and pool of water. A 
curious group in the upper right seems to indicate that Horus is 
delivering into captivity an enemy from the papyrus land, the 
Delta.” (204). 

Of greater concern to me is the reverse side of the Palette 
where the “top register represents a visit to a battlefield.” The 
crux detail is the ten decapitated corpses in two neat rows of five. 
This set of ten corpses has always drawn my attention to the 
possibility that we may be looking at ten slain males of the elite 
fifty-four. Because Japheth led the expedition that first settled in 
the Delta, we might assume that the ten include the seven 
vassals of Genesis 10:2; but that is impossible because several of 
these reigned in the later Pyramid Dynasty IV. A total of ten slain 
can be arrived at by combining Ham’s six “Titan” sons with the 
four vassals of Javan, Sidon’s progeny, including the predynastic 
rulers Khetm and Ro. If this is the case, the “Akkadian 
Egyptian”— Abram’s grandfather Nahor- Naram Sin- Narmer 
(Nahor)— delivered a terrible blow to the family of Ham as 
though avenging this family’s role in humiliating Noah and Shem 
after the 120th year. 

On the side displaying the papyrus Delta, three enemies are 
depicted in addition to the one whose head is incorporated into 
the image combining the Horus hawk with six papyrus plants. 
One of the enemies named Wash is about to be battered by the 
mace in Narmer (Nahor)’s right hand while the ruler grasps his 
hairknot. In the lowest register, two others are running or 
swimming in flight. These three are explainable as_ the 
postdiluvian sons of Noah presented as vassals of Gomer in 10:3. 
Narmer (Nahor) has either slain or defeated the second half of 
Japheth’s fourteen vassals together with the immediate sons of 
Ham, including Japheth’s adoptive brother Mizraim. 

As Naram Sin, Narmer (Nahor) had already acquired the 
reputation as a bloody tyrant throughout the Noahic community. 
The ten defeated and slain enemies belonged to a coalition built 
to oppose him in Egypt. In reading the Sumerian King List’s 
rendering of the Agade Dynasty, I find that the reigns of 56 years 
assigned both to Sargon and Naram Sin really mean a block of 
two Noahic eras occurring in succession and including the reigns 
of these two as well as those of Rimush and Manistushu. The 
thirty-year module of Noahic times was arrived at by multiplying 
the year by the number of days in a lunar month, about twenty- 
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eight. The figure of 56 sums two such periods of twenty-eight 
years. Dynasty I in Egypt was established at some time after the 
56 years ending 326 years after the Flood. Because Sidon 
finished the feudal process in 2218, he was free that year to take 
up his predynastic reign as Ka-ap. His grandsons Ro and Khetm 
may have reigned prior to that. The reason that Menes and 
Narmer (Nahor) were able to conquer people of Upper (South)) 
Egypt is that they brought with them half of the Egyptian stock 
via the Lower Sea by means of Menes’ fleet. Because of 
conventional skepticism about whether Menes was the actual 
conqueror, it makes sense that he supplied the fleet and left the 
land conquest to his warlike son Narmer (Nahor)-Naram Sin. 

The ten victims in sets of five signify ritual vengeance. 
Narmer (Nahor)’s motive was personal revenge for something 
that happened to him during the Uruk-Aratta War 120 years 
earlier. In winning the victory the Erechites took ten hostages 
from the leaders at Aratta in order to persuade the Aratta 
populace to abandon the fight. These hostages were a mirror 
image of the victims at Metelis. Like them they fell into two 
family groups of six and four. The six were Heth-Ur Nanshe and 
his five sons. The four included Narmer (Nahor) himself when he 
was just twenty-four years old. These four consisted of the 
imperial line of Agade: the Sumerian forerunner Peleg- 
Lugalannemundu, Reu-Sargon, Serug-Manishtushu-Menes 
and Nahor-Naram Sin-Narmer (Nahor). All ten hostages then 
came to power in Mesopotamia through prearrangement as the 
price that their Erechite enemies had to pay to persuade them to 
abandon all authority over the rebel populace of Aratta. Heth 
came to power as Ur Nanshe in 2278; Peleg, as Lugalannemundu 
soon after; and Reu Sargon formally in 2248. Thus the dominant 
powers in Mesopotamia throughout the 23rd century were all 
determined by political compensation for abandoning the cause 
of Aratta. 

If this arrangement was just, it could only be because the 
Aratta schism arose primarily though popular revolt in 2308. We 
can argue that the people who migrated to Aratta were so deeply 
attached to the existing rulership of Peleg-Cernunnus that they 
were unwilling to accept the rule of Meskiaggasher at Uruk 
instead. The Marduk Epic and Sumerian legends of the conflict 
leave no such hint of popular revolt; but it remains a possibility, 
relieving some of the moral responsibility otherwise carried by 
Peleg and the Akkadians. 

The political arrangement also explains the conflict between 
Gilgamesh-Eber and Aka-Mizraim of Kish. Enmebarragesi-Ham 
and his son Aka come to power at the end of the First Kish 
period.Their reigns overlap those of the kings of Eanna Uruk. The 
sons of Ham felt that the same compensation for loss of Aratta 
owed to the ten hostages was also owing to them. At Metelis in 
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the next century Narmer (Nahor) blamed Ham’s sons for his fate 
in 2301 because he saw his ancestors Eber-Tubal-Gilgamesh and 
Shelah-Marduk as enemies of Ham’s sons, who remained in Kish 
while he and his fellow imperial heirs tried in vain to win at 
Aratta. He blamed the four Javanites for the role of Tarshish- 
Enkidu in “decapitating Huwawa,” that is, taking Peleg hostage 
in 2301. 

Simpson identifies Narmer (Nahor)’s main enemy Wash as 
the predecessor of a Libyan prince Besh, defeated in the period 
of Dynasty II. This relationship suggests that an anti-Akkadian 
coalition of patriarchs gathered in Noah-Geb’s feudal holding of 
Libya (as “Lehabim” of the Mizraim) at a time when the 
Amerindian protoplast was located there under Noah-Glooskap 
(“Lehabim”) and Japheth-Maslum (“Masluhim”). Narmer 
(Nahor)’s victory meant further humiliation for Mahadevi- 
Tiamat’s people and their ultimate exile from North Africa to 
America. The name Wash is doubly suggestive, first as equivalent 
to the Amerindian Washita or Wichita, another member of the 
Caddoan stock based on the Javanites who perished in the Delta. 
Because the triad of enemies on the obverse appears to be the 
complementary Gomerites of 10:3, Wash figures as Ashkenaz, 
Noah’s postdiluvian son by Uma. The Caddoan tribe represents 
the names Ashkenaz, Elishah, Kittim and Tarshish grafted into 
the Amerindian stock after these patriarchs were conquered in 
the Delta. Ashkenaz’s main Amerindian group was the Dakotans 
of Wakan-Tanka. In the Palette the two escapees at the bottom of 
the reverse side are Riphath and Togarmah. 

Additional details of the Palette confirm the premise that 
Menes and Narmer (Nahor) derived from the Akkadian regime in 
the east. In the lowest register of the obverse, a bull stands in 
triumph over a fallen foe. In Mesopotamia a bull represents both 
the lunar cult favored by Naram Sin at Ur and the Akkadian 
Empire as a whole in the interior floor panel of the Gundestrup 
Caldron where a giant bull under attack by a diminutive warrior 
represents the sack of Agade by the Gutians during Naram Sin’s 
reign. In the top registers of both front and back, pairs of frontal 
bulls with human faces act as decoration. This feature logically 
represents the co-rulers of the Akkadian 56 years, Sargon and 
Naram Sin, as well as the intervening rulers of the same period, 
Manishtushu and Rimush. 

In interpreting the motives of Gomer’s three vassals in 10:3 
and their role in the Libyan coalition, it would be useful to locate 
them somewhere in the Sumerian King List if, in fact, they ever 
appeared there. One such name Tuge of Second Kish offers a 
possible match for Togarmah. So many lacunae appear in the text 
covering the period from 2278 to the rise of Sargon that the 
other two Gomerites might lie concealed in these illegible gaps. 
The Sumerian King List for this Dynasty III period is a 
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plethora of “dynasties” filling the scant thirty years between the 
240th and 270th years: First Ur, Awan, Second Kish, Hamazi, 
Second Erech, Second Ur, Adab, Mari, Third Kish, Akshak, 
Fourth Kish and Third Erech where Shem reigns alone as 
Lugalzagesi. My chronology requires that these “dynasties” are a 
more or less contemporaneous phenomenon crowded into a mere 
thirty years and reflecting the feudal titles Sidon was creating. 

According to the significance of 2278, we expect this system 
of “dynasties” to be have been coordinated by the Hamite- 
Cushite eleven, including four sons of Ham and the four 
antediluvian males. The rulers of the period are plotted out by 
Hallo in his chart in Figure 9 of The Ancient Near East. The 
columns number eight and represent nine locations: Kish, Adab, 
Mari, Lagash, Uruk, Ur, Umma, Akshak and Awan. Although the 
most important group of rulers is located at Lagash, the 
Sumerian King List omits this city as hostile to the reast of 
Sumer. Throughout the King List, each “dynasty” begins with a 
statement that “Dynasty X was defeated; its kingship was carried 
off to Y.” The scribe at Isin responsible for the Kinglist or those 
who formed his tradition were unwilling to acknowledge that a 
divinely ordained principle of kingship ever passed legitimately 
to Lagash no matter how powerful it became in this period. 


“Dynasties” of the Sumerian Dynasty III 


Period 

The successive “dynasties” of the King List between the end 
of the Eanna period and beginning of Sargon’s real Agade 
dynasty consumed only thirty-four years from 2278 to 2244. They 
are labeled First Ur, Awan, Second Kish, Hamazi, Second Uruk, 
Second Ur, Adab, Mari, Third Kish, Akshak, Fourth Kish and 
Lugalzagesi’s Third Uruk. As Simpson points out, the First Ur 
group actually reigned in the Eanna period and therefore, in our 
chronology, prior to 2278. Consequently they should be omitted 
from consideration in correlating the eleven other “dynasties” 
and the Hamite-Cushite eleven. As for my extreme reduction of 
the chronology of the period, Hallo himself recognizes the 
contemporaneity of many of these groups and suggests that the 
period be reduced to eight generations. As will see, the module 
governing these “generations” was only four years: and even 
then the opening and closing periods of the chart began previous 
to and ended after the Noahic era from 2278 to 2248. It is not 
until the Agade and especially the Guti periods that the given 
terms of the King List can be treated with respect. None of the 
seven names of the Akshak dynasty contains anyone relevant to 
the Hamite-Cushite scheme; so Akshak should be replaced by 
Lagash despite its exclusion from the King List. Another 
important city to be excluded by the King List is Umma. In this 
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case Umma has been replaced by the lone ruler of Third Kish, 
Ku-Bau, a female “king” and mother of Shem as Puzur-Sin, 
founder of Fourth Kish. As Shem’s mother, Ku-Bau is necessarily 
Uma founder of Umma after 2268. The Sumerian goddess Bau is 
the chief deity of Umma. In the scheme of the King List Ku-Bau 
acts as proxy for her Hamite son Phut, who appears at Umma in 
the period as Enlil-gi, a name incorporating that of the air god 
Enlil reflected in Phut’s character as the Hellenic wind god 
Aeolus. Thus Phut really belongs to Umma but is represented in 
the King List only through his mother at Kish. 

Significantly Hallo avoids inscribing dates into Figure 9 of 
the Dynasty III period unlike Figure 12 of the post-Akkadian 
period when terms of the Guti dynasty should be accepted 
literally. The chronology of the intervening Agade dynasty is 
partially literal but attributes to both Sargon and Naram Sin 
separate reigns of 56 years when the fact is that the first four 
emperors of Agade shared a formal period of 56 years from 2244 
to 2188. The order of magnitude of Hallo’s chronology of the 
post-Akkadian period is reasonably close to mine. 

Akshak and Adab are Sumerian cities founded at some time 
after the Eanna epoch of 2308. Mari is located in Semitic 
territory up the Euphrates. Hamazi and Awan are recognized as 
Elamite cities east of Sumer. The southern part of Elam lies in 
lowlands which are an extension of Sumer; but to my knowledge 
Awan and Hamazi have not been specifically located. Shem 
appears five times in the early postdiluvian section of the King 
List before the rise of Sargon: Balih of First Kish, Dadasig of 
Second Kish prior to 2278, Tata of Awan, Puzur-Sin of Fourth 
Kish and Lugalzagesi of Third Uruk between 2248 and the the 
advent of Sargon.The only one of these five identities relevant to 
our purpose is Puzur-Sin of Fourth Kish. As Tata of Awan Shem is 
merely part of a concentration of the Cushite clan in that city. 

The three rulers at Awan in the King List are entirely 
illegible; so the relevant Hamite-Cushite founder in this case 
must depend on the eight names supplied by Simpson. At least 
two of these names are easily identifiable. Peli and Tata at the 
head of the dynasty are Peleg and Shem. Both of these are 
Cushite vassals, Sabtecah and Raamah respectively. So the 
dynasty offers us more than we need to add another name to the 
process. Despite these two easy identifications, the real key to 
our purpose is the ruler Ukkutahesh, whose name can be read as 
supplying the Hellenic Xuthus, a version of Cush. Still another 
Cushite vassal at Awan is Kikku-siwe-tempti, a version of the first 
vassal Seba-Riphath and a black patriarch probably responsible 
for the Kikuyu of Kenya. The dynasty of Awan in black Kali’s land 
of Elam, therefore, is the chief focal point of the Cushite clan in 
this period. In working out the feudal design of the period, we 
must assign Cush himself to Awan under the name Ukkutahesh. 
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Lagash must be assigned either to Ham-Havilah I-Gurmu or 
to Gunidu-Canaan, father of Ur-Nanshe-Heth. The choice 
depends on which of the two turns up elsewhere in the system. 
Simpson appears to decide the issue by inscribing the name 
Gunidu in parentheses in the first row of Figure 9. Ham is Ilshu 
of Mari. The name is cognate with Ham’s name Shu, air god of 
the Egyptian Ennead. Air gods invariably conform to the Enlilship 
of the Semitic stock, hence Ham’s role at Semitic Mari. An 
argument for equating Japheth with Hatanish of Hamazi lies 
chiefly with his relationship to his diluvian wife Kali, claimant to 
the land of Elam, together with his later identification with Elam 
as Kedorlaomer by the 2130s. Although a set of patriarchs 
appears at Awan under Kali’s Hamite son Cush, Japheth stands 
out as lone ruler of Elamite Hamazi. A slender possibility exists 
that the name Hatanish is cognate with the Egyptian word aten 
meaning the disc of the sun and applied to Japheth’s counterpart 
in the Ennead, Atum Re. 

As Ilshu of Mari, Ham reverted to his original claim over the 
Semitic linguistic stock created by him over the first century 
after the Flood. Mari lay on the west bank of the Euphrates in the 
extreme southestern corner of modern Syria, east of Tidnum at 
Jebel Bishri, homeland of the Amorites of his claim land of Martu. 
In Simpson’s Figure 9, the name IIshu is placed in all-capitals 
indicating that this ruler claimed hegemony over the region. With 
Ham located here, the patriarch represented by Lagash is 
Canaan-Gunidu, Ur-Nanshe’s father. An argument for identifying 
Riphath-Seba with the illegible name at the start of the three- 
man dynasty of Second Uruk rests with the identity of the legible 
names and additional context. The names Lugalure and Argandea 
represent Gomer and his vassal Ashkenaz. Although Lugalure 
breaks down etymologically into “King Ure,” the name still 
accounts for the Lurs of Luristan in the mountains of northern 
Elam and for Gomer’s name in the Mabinogion, Llyr. The name 
Argandea is another of the forms representing Ashkenaz with the 
root Gand- or Kand- as in Iarlaganda of Gutium and Wakanda of 
the Dakotans. Lugalbanda are reinforced by Tuge of Kish located 
by Hallo in the same “generation” as Ur-Nanshe. The one 
Gomerite who belongs to the Cushite clan is Riphath, appearing 
at the head of the Cushite list as Seba. 

Mizraim is Mennumna of Second Kish. Kramer writes the 
name with a second m, consistent with the derivation of the name 
from Japanese Amenominakanushi. This name yields the Welsh 
Mynogan in the fourth, fifth and sixth syllables; Hellenic 
Oceanus, in the fourth and fifth; Egyptian Min, in the fourth; and 
Mennumna in the second and third with the fourth and fifth 
collapsed into a cluster. Second Kish also includes Sidon as 
Kalbum at the start of the era; but Canaan’s son, creator of the 
whole feudal process, is not a member of the Hamite-Cushite 
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eleven. At Adab the one name is the formidable emperor 
Lugalannemundu, the Dynasty III version of Peleg. The 
distinguishing part “Annemundu” suggests Hanuman, the warrior 
god of the Indian Ramayana. The hero of that epic, Rama 
Chandra, figures as a version of Raamah, the Cushite name of 
Shem. The war depicted in the work is probably the one 
climaxing in the Battle of Teutates where Peleg dies in 2178 
serving Shem-Teutates as Cernunnus, the figure with horns as 
his helmet insignia. We will soon place the Battle of Teutates in 
political and geographic context. 

A feature of Simpson’s Figure 9 gives the obscure Sabtah a 
Sumerian political identity to augment his Egyptian and Indian 
identities as Sopdu and Ganesha (Ganed) son of Shiva (Seba- 
Riphath) and Parvati, Noah’s black daughter Arvad. In the 
column of the chart marked “Uruk and Ur” Hallo includes three 
rulers in all-capitals indicating Sumerian hegemony in the years 
just before the appearance of Lugalure and Argandea of Uruk. 
One of these among the hegemonists and two other names in the 
column complement Gomer and Ashkenaz at the close of the era 
as representatives of Japheth’s secondary vassals, the Javanites. 
All these names are consistent with the Erechite heritage of Uruk 
as the Sumerian city founded by Japheth. The relevant 
hegemonist Lugal-Tarsi suggests the Javanite Tarshish. The two 
earlier names are Lugal-Kitun for the Javanite Kitt-Khetm and a 
name placed in parentheses, Elilin, father of the first hegemonist 
En-Shakushanna. Although Elilin is not a very good match for the 
Javanite Elishah, it is conceivable. If so Elishah-Agenor is the 
father of Kitt-Cadmus and other figures including Phoenix- 
Tarshish. 

Wedged between En-Shakushanna and Lugal-Tarsi is the 
other hegemonist Lugal-Kingineshdudu. The distinguishing part 
of this long name contains the elements of Sabtah’s Indian name 
Ganesha. As the Egyptian god Sopdu, Sabtah-Ganesha may well 
have gone to Egypt in the predynastic period together with 
Sidon-Ka-ap, Ro-Danaus and Khetm. So this fifth column in 
Hallo’s chart has predynastic Egypt locked up in it if we add 
Sidon-Kalbum from Kish. Dynastic Period III was the golden age 
of Sumer when much of the source of kingship lay in the city 
states of this land. Ku-Bau of Third Kish is said to have “made 
firm the foundation of Kish.” As Uma she was the general 
matriarch of the Sumerian race, appearing repeatedly under 
distinct pantheon names. Her son Shem as Lugalzagesi at Uruk is 
a son of Ukush, who can only be Noah, bearing a name 
equivalent to the sky god Ukko of the Finns, Noah’s nation in the 
Finno-Ugric stock closely related linguistically to the Sumerians. 
The correlation between the Hamite-Cushite eleven and the 
“dynasties” of these thirty years can be tabulated as follows: 
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Table 5.1 Local regimes of Sumerian Dynasty III and 
the Hamite-Cushite Clans [cp. Book 157) 


“Dynasty” Ruler Genesis 10 
Additional Names 

Awan Ukkutahesh Cush Xuthus 

Second Mennumna Mizraim Min 

Kish 

Hamazi Hatanish Sheba II- Atum Re, 
Japheth Prajapati 

Second illegible Seba- Osiris-Asir, 

Uruk Riphath Shiva 

Second Lugal- Sabtah Sopdu, 

Ur Kingineshdudu Ganesha 

Adab Lugalannemund Sabtecah- Sobek, 

u Peleg Hanuman 

Mari Ilshu Havilah II- Shu, Kama 
Ham 

Third Ku-Bau Uma for Nekhebet, 

Kish Phut Uma 

Lagash Ur-Nanshe Heth for Hades 
Canaan 

Fourth Puzur-Sin Raamah- Seth, Brahma 

Kish Shem 

Umma Ukush, Noah, Shem Ukko, Tar 

Lugalzagesi 


Akkadians and the Battle of Teutates 

All this attention to rulers of the thirty years from 2278 to 
2244 sets the stage for Sargon, who comes to power by 
overthrowing Lugalzagesi-Shem at Uruk. This event is the 
concrete, historical counterpart to Nimrod-Ninurta’s overthrow 
of Shem-Zu in a struggle over possession of the Enlilship: control 
of the Semitic linguistic stock. Accordingly Sargon-Nimrod comes 
to power as a Semitic Akkadian and banishes Shem to find refuge 
among his original people, the Indo-Europeans. Sargon’s 
accession is delayed beyond the close of the ninth Noahic era 
from 2248 to 2244 while Lugalzagesi holds power and destroys 
the Ningirsu-Ninurta cult material at Lagash, reaping the extant 
curse of Ningirsu’s priest there Urukagina (Ham’s son Coeus). So 
Shem delivers his blow at Nimrod between 2248 and 2244 and 
Nimrod delivers his at the end of these four years. In the period 
from 2244 to 2178, Shem turns his attention to the West and 
takes on his identity among two Centum Indo-European 
branches, the Celts as Teutates and the Hellenes as Zeus. He and 
his adversary Sargon-Nimrod will now contend for control of the 
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West in a struggle involving Sargon’s conquest of the Yavanas 
(Ionians) and Naram Sin’s conquest of Egypt. 

Despite a reasonable date of 2178 for the Battle of Teutates 
owing to the death date of Peleg-Cernunnus that year, the event 
will not be adequately understood until its location is determined 
along with its political background. It is not enough to regard it 
merely as a sequel to the Battle of Metelis three years earlier. 
Granted that the alliance of Teutates was another anti-Akkadian 
phenomenon, that is not all it was. The relevant tradition in this 
case is the mythology of Ugarit which pits Shem as Aliyan Bal 
against the sons of Bull El located at the headwaters of the Tigris 
and Euphrates. According to this myth, Shem overcomes the sons 
of Bull El and builds his “temple” with the aid of Kothar-wa- 
Khasis, the Ugaritic version of Sidon. The myth refers to one of 
Sidon’s feudal initiatives, the formation of the Shemite Eleven in 
2188, the year that the 56-year term of Sargon and Naram Sin 
ended at Agade. “Bal’s Temple” takes the form of the geographic 
Shemite arc from Elam-Eber’s land of Elam in the southeast to 
Peleg-Lud’s Lydia in the northwest. Both Peleg and Eber are 
depicted in the Teutates panel as the horsemen wearing the horn 
and bird insignias in the upper register of the Teutates panel. 
The Teutates alliance is a product of the Shemite eleven in 
process of taking command of the lands of Elam, Assyria, Bull El- 
Shelah-Arphaxad II’s Upper Euphrates, Joktan-Aram’s Syria and 
Peleg-Lud’s Lydia or what passed for it in the late third 
millennium. Assyria and Lydia become historically visible in the 
time of the Assyrian Empire no earlier than the late second 
millennium; but the foundations were laid in 2188. Simpson 
shows Nineveh, for example, even earlier during the reign of 
Naram Sin. 

In 2188 Sidon decided to make Shem’s adversary Sargon- 
Nimrod Shem’s vassal Asshur along with Shelah-Marduk as 
Arphaxad II, appearing in Genesis 10:22 together with Bull El’s 
son Yamm, Shelah’s son Elam-Eber-Gilgamesh. The result was 
the continuous colonization of the Shemite arc beginning with 
Shem’s adversaries in the east. At the outset of the process Eber 
was not yet Shem’s ally as he becomes in the Teutates panel. 
Like his brothers Mot-Hazarmaveth and Athtar-Assaracus, he 
must have remembered Shem as the iconoclast Lugalzagesi and 
agreed with other Mesopotamians of the Akkadian period that he 
was up to no good. The Ugaritic myth takes the alienation of Bal 
from Bull El’s sons for granted without explaining how this 
hostility arose. The most remarkable feature of Genesis 10:22 is 
that it includes Shem’s worst enemy Nimrod as another vassal 
Asshur. No matter what “Kothar-wa-Khasis” (Sidon) had in mind 
by this strange arrangement, it led to war, not peace as he may 
have intended. At least that was its short-term effect over the 
decade from 2188 to 2178. 


164 


Kingship AT Its Source 

For perspective we should keep in mind that the four 
horsemen of the Teutates panel include, not only Eber, Peleg and 
Joktan but Shem’s first heir Arphaxad I-Taranis as the one with a 
submerged wheel as helmet insignia. Arphaxad I and his heir 
Shelah appear as Daksha I and II in Indian tradition and became 
the two Arphaxads implicitly in Genesis 10. Arphaxad II-Shelah 
figured, not just as the elder’s heir but as his supplanter in 
cutting Arphaxad’s own son Obal out of the imperial birthright. 
That circumstance alone is capable of explaining the conflict of 
2178; but the clash between Shem and Nimrod in 2244 added 
intensity to it. Although Nineveh apparently predates 2188, the 
Shemite arc must have been formed by a continuous movement 
from Elam to Assyria and Lydia beginning that year. 

Assuming that Shelah-Marduk and Asshur-Sargon remained 
Shem’s enemies in 2178, we are looking for a flash-point at Bull 
El’s headwaters of the Tigris-Euphrates and, therefore, at the 
intersection of the Assyrian and Syrian steps in the process. The 
implied module of an isochronic colonization program is five 
years, giving 2188-2183 for Elam and 2183-2178 for Assyria. As 
Yamm son of Bull El, Eber-Elam came to the Upper Euphrates 
after colonizing Elam with his own people, the Apirti of the 
Elamite mountains. He, his father Shelah-Bull El and his 
grandson Asshur-Sargon then moved the process north to Assyria 
and met opposition from Bal-Shem-Teutates on the Upper 
Euphrates or Khabur in Padam-Aram. Before the battle in 2178 
Eber converted to Shem’s cause and appears in the Teutates 
panel with the helmet insignia of a boar, the German word for a 
boar being Eber. 

As third member of the pentad of Genesis 10:22, Bull El- 
Shelah was scheduled to form the third land of the Shemite arc 
after Assyria at the point specified in the Ugaritic myth as the 
headwaters of the Tigris and Euphrates. Padan-Aram had been 
the stronghold of Arphaxad I during the Uruk-Aratta War. Shelah 
now took the name Arphaxad II in order to make it his own 
kingdom. If we assume that the absence of such a third land 
means defeat at the hands of the Teutates alliance, the battle can 
be pinpointed near the Upper Euphrates. Carchemish serves our 
hypothesis best as scene of the Battle of Teutates. Shem- 
Teutates, nominal feudal lord of the whole pentad, saw to it that 
a power comparable to Elam and Assyria was never formed in 
Padan-Aram until the kingdom of Mitanni beyond his lifetime. 

If Bull El had won the battle and planted Mot-Hazarmaveth 
and Athtar-Assaracus there, world ethnology would have turned 
out differently. A plausible reconstruction is that the Aramaeans 
of Joktan-Esus would have been forced west to Lydia-Phrygia, the 
Lydians and Phrygians would have inhabited Thrace and Greece, 
Hellenes would have held Italy instead of confining themselves to 
southeastern Magna Graecia, Italics would have made Gaul their 
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home more than a millennium before Julius Caesar’s conquest of 
that land, Celts would have settled throughout Germany, 
Germans would have inhabited Sarmatia-Russia, the Slavs would 
have spread over Scythia, Ural Altaics would have possessed 
China even before the Mongols overran the Chinese empire and 
the entire Sino-Tibetan stock would have been crowded into 
Austroasia. 

Presumably Peleg died in the battle. Narmer (Nahor)- 
Nahor’s death the following year (11:25) also resulted from the 
battle. The chief antagonist Reu-Sargon-Nimrod survived the 
battle and lived on until 2158. Serug-Menes’death followed in 
2125. Waddell believes that all three of the chief Akkadian 
Emperors spent their last years in Egypt and except for 
Manishtushu were buried in the royal necropolis in Abydos. 
According to Waddell, Manishtushu-Menes died from the bite of a 
kheb or wasp during a maritime expedition in “Urani Land,” 
which Waddell takes to be Ireland. Scholars of the more 
politically correct kind have no doubt long since dismissed this 
theory as a British imperialist’s romance. As it happens, the 
artifact shown by Waddell as Menes’ cenotaph appears in 
Francesco Raffaele’s “Corpus of 1rst Dynasty Ivory and wooden 
labels” as Aha 3, referring to Narmer (Nahor)’s successor 
Pharoah Aha: 

I have no idea how Waddell would dispute the identification 
of the tomb label with Aha rather than Menes except to refer to 
his own translation quoted for us: 


“The King Manash (or Minash), the Pharaoh of Mushsir 
(Egypt), the Land of the Two Crowns, the perished dead one in 
the West, of the (Sun-) Hawk race, Aha Manash (or Minash) of 
the Lower (or Sunrise or Eastern) and of the Sunset (or Upper or 
Western) Waters and of their Lands and Oceans, the Ruler, the 
King of the Mushrim (the two Egypts) Lands, son of the Great 
Sha-Gana (or Sha-Gunu) of the (Sun-) Hawk race, the Pharaoh, 
the deceased, the Commander-in-Chief — ofShips. The 
Commander-in-Chief of Ships (Minash) made the complete course 
to the end of the Sunset Land, going in ships. He completed the 
inspection of the Western Lands. He built (there) a holding (or 
possession) in Urani Land. At the Lake of the Peak, Fate pierced 
(him) by a Hornet (or Wasp), the King of the Two Crowns, 
Manshu. This bored tablet set up of hanging wood is dedicated 

to his memory.” 
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Francesco aN i ‘Ss Transcription 

of the Third Label of Pharaoh Aha’s Tomb at Abydos 
The entry for Google was “tomb labels at Egyptian Abydos.” There is no 
question that the artifact is the same one transcribed by Waddell in Fig. 

35 of Makers of Civilization in Race and History. 
The image is shown at 
www.xoomer.alice.it/francescoraf/hesyra/tagcopus.htm 
downloaded here on 121706. 


So Waddell has identified Menes with Aha. He has laid the 
groundwork for this opinion by explaining “Aha” as Menes’ Horus 
name equivalent to the latter part of Manishtushu’s name 
meaning “Warrior.” Raffaele concedes that, “The comprehension 
of the archaic writing is still very hard, but great progresses have 
been made in the efforts of various Egyptologists, particularly 
Peter Kaplony, Wolfgang Helck and more recently Jochem Kahl.” 


DYNASTIC EGYPT 
First Four Egyptian Dynasties 

A bold hypothesis intervenes at this point. We must account 
for the presence of Ham’s six sons in Egypt in a single group in 
2181. The same logic applies to the four Javanites, two of whom 
had served as predynastic Pharaohs Khetm and Ro. Waddell’s 
Akkadian hypothesis coupled with the biblical tradition that 
Egypt is the “land of Ham” suggests that Dynasty I was actually 
formed by the sons of Ham at the conclusion of their service as 
Ocean Dragon Kings on the coasts of Arabia. The Akkadian 
Narmer (Nahor) was an intruder even though he is portrayed by 
the Egyptian craftsman of the Narmer (Nahor) Palette as though 
he were a homegrown Egyptian. Like Alexander the Great, who 
dressed in the clothes of the conquered Persians, he is an 
imperialist without national limitation as were all the Noahic 
elite. For that matter the Akkadians Menes and Narmer (Nahor) 
may well have undertaken the task of transporting the Ocean 
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Dragon Kings to Egypt to reign there as a foundational Hamite 
dynasty. Simpson lists the Horus names of the rulers of 
Dynasty I as_ Rosette-Scorpion (known only from _ his 
insignia), Narmer (Nahor), Aha, Djer, Djet, Den, Anedjib, 
Semerket and Qa. An internet source Absolute Egyptology 
amplifies this list with a table in four columns headed 
“Archaeology,” “Manetho,” “Abydos” and “Turin.” 

[See www.nemo.nu/ibisportal/Oegyptintro/2egypt/index.htm. ] 

A first observation of this source is that it lists just seven 
names including Narmer (Nahor) as first. The remaining six yield 
comparison to the six sons of Ham (including Coeus and Creus). 
The primary names given in the “Archaeology” list are Narmer 
(Nahor), Aha, Djer, Djet, Den, Anedjib and Semerkhet. If 
Waddell’s equation of Aha with the Akkadian Menes holds true, 
the six can be filled out either with Rosette-Scorpion or Qa. The 
fixed hypothetical point is to identify Menes, not with Narmer 
(Nahor), but with his successor Aha, thus with Waddell’s “Aha 
Manash,” the voyager to the far West. Although Waddell’s 
identifications of Narmer (Nahor)-Naram Sin and Menes- 
Manishtushu depend on assumed cognates between the Akkadian 
and Egyptian names, the same logic does not apply to the other 
Pharaohs of the dynasty. As sons of Ham, they presumably knew 
the Egyptian language and would take names from it with the 
same phonetic isolation exhibited by the Chinese. The exceptions 
“Narmer (Nahor)” and “Menes” were Akkadian foreigners to the 
Hamitic stock and their names can be viewed as foreign 
borrowings like the Persian names “Arphaxad” and “Ashkenaz” 
among the Hebrews. Without cognates the only recourse to 
establish particular identities lies in sequence. The Genesis 10 
sequences, despite being conveyed by second millennium Moses, 
are assumed to be of Noahic antiquity in Moses’ source or 
sources. 

A tabulation of twenty-four pharaohs starting with Narmer 
(Nahor) and ending with Shepseskaf of Dynasty IV follows. Coeus 
and Creus are placed in brackets as unlisted in Genesis 10. The 
name Hotepsekhemwy means “The two great ones are pleased.” 
A plausible explanation is a reference to the pleasure expressed 
by Japheth and Shelah in 2308 or 2302 when Eber agreed to 
become Japheth’s vassal and Shelah’s ally. Re-Neb, “Re is my 
lord,” is an appropriate name for a vassal of Japheth-Re Atum. 
Simpson explains that Peribsen is a Seth name rather than a 
Horus name. This shift may be intended to emphasize Ashkenaz’s 
presence in the Teutates alliance as one of the hornblowers. The 
sequence of names in Egyptian Dynasty III is not the same as in 
corresponding Genesis 10:22. Peleg-Lud has died by the time this 
dynasty is established after 2178. The sequence is determined by 
order of birth in the imperial line of Genesis 11, starting with 
Shelah’s father Sidon as Sanakte-Izanagi, an Egyptian-Japanese 
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cognate. The Shemite Arphaxad II is Shelah of the next 
generation; Elam, Eber of the next; Aram, Joktan of the next; and 
Asshur, Reu of the one after that. 

The first of these dynasties to have been identified is the 
famous Pyramid Dynasty IV. A _ deciding factor in the 
identification of this dynasty is the Asian appearance of Pharaoh 
Khufu (Gomer) in contrast to his half brothers Magog- 
Menkaure and even his father Japheth-Snefru and his son 
Javan-Redjedef. These portraits are shown in Chapter Twelve. 
Japheth himself was half-Asian as a son of Sethite Noah but 
favored his Caucasoid mother Uma. The damaged condition of his 
portrait makes it difficult to determine his facial type. He was a 
broad-shouldered man as were the Egyptians derived from him. 
His red son Magog appears in the dynasty as Menkaure, who 
fails to display the degree of facial concavity I would have 
expected of a son of Mahedevi. 


Table 5.2. Pharaohs of Dynasties Zero through Four 
[cp. Book 162] 


Clan Pharaoh Genesis 10 
0 Narmer (Nahor) Nahor (Naram 
Sin) 
0 Aha Menes Serug 
(Manishtushu) 
EGYPTIAN 
Dyn-I 
1| Hamite Djer Cush 
1 Djet Mizraim 
1 Den Phut 
1 Anedjib Canaan 
1 Semerkhet [Coeus] 
1 Qa [Coeus] 
2 Japhethit Hotepsekhemwy Tubal 
eB 
2 Re-Neb Meshech 
| Nyneter Tiras 
2 Peribsen Ashkenaz 
QI Khasekhem Riphath 
y Kasekhemwy Togaramah 
3 Shemite Sanakhte Sidon 
3 Neterirykhet Arphaxad II 
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(Djoser) 

3 Sekhemkhet Elam 

3 Khaba Aram 

3 Huni Asshur 

4 Japhethit Snefru Japheth 

eA 

4 Khufu Gomer 

4. Redjedef Javan 

4 Khafre Arurim son of 
Madai 

4 Menkaure Magog 


In presenting Dynasty I, Simpson emphasizes the Horus- 
Seth dyad based on the conventional assignment of Horus and 
his falcon symbol to Upper (South)) Egypt and Seth and the Seth- 
animal to Lower (North) Egypt. Tradition states that Harsiesis 
or the later Horus was a son of Osiris-Asir and Isis [Sabtah, 
s. of Seba-Riphath & Arvad]. Taken at face value the tradition 
equates this Horus with Ganesha-Sabtah, son of Shiva and 
Parvati. Sabtah emerges from the isolation of his identity 
with Sopdu of Per-Sopd in the Delta to become Horus the 
Younger, one of the greatest gods of Egypt identified with 
the whole of Upper (South)) Egypt. This identity is important 
in tracing the central theme of unresolved conflict between 
Horus-Sabtah and Seth-Shem back to a seminal element in 
Noahic history with a dominant bearing on Hamitic origins. 
Sabtah must be placed firmly in Hamitic proto-history in 
Mesopotamia. 

We have identified Sabtah-Ganesha with the hegemonist 
Lugal-Kingineshdudu of the Sumerian Dynasty III period. In 
order to take on his identity as Horus, this ruler must have 
entered into the fabric of major events after the rise of Sargon in 
2244. As an antagonist to Seth-Shem, he must have shared in 
Sargon’s conflict with Shem-Lugalzagesi after the latter took 
power in Uruk in 2248. In doing so he gained ascendancy among 
the Upper (South)) Egyptians just as Seth-Shem became 
identified with the Lower (North) Egyptians. This analysis cannot 
be completed until we develop the pattern of Hamitic history 
following the Tower of Babel incident in 2340 when the Hamite 
protoplast built and inhabited Ham’s substitute city Sippar, the 
Sumerian solar cult center. 

Sippar is located in Shem’s claim land of Akkad. Lugal- 
Kingineshdudu-Sabtah-Horus reigned either in Uruk or Ur in the 
south nearer the mouth of the Tigris-Euphrates and therefore 
analogous to Upper (South)) Egypt despite the reversed south-to- 
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north flow of the Nile placing Upper (South)) Egypt in the north. 
Shem’s Akkad is to Lower (North) Egypt what Sumer proper is to 
Upper (South)) Egypt. The implication is that the Hamitic 
protoplast was divided into protoytypes of the Two Egypts when 
the half destined to become Upper (South)) Egyptians migrated 
from Akkad to Japheth-Atum-Re’s Sumerian city Uruk. The chief 
deity of Lower (North) Egyptian Wazet-Thebes, Amun-Re, 
whom we have identified with Sargon-Nimrod, took his 
name from Shem’s name Amun as one of the males of the 
primordial Egyptian Ogdoad. 

The Ogdoad of Hermopolis consists of four male-female 
couples and refers to the diluvian octad. In this set Nun and 
Naunet, representing primordial water are simply Egyptian 
versions of Akkadian Apsu and Tiamat, Noah and Mahadevi. 
Accordingly Nun gives birth to Atum-Re, Noah’s son Japheth but 
not by Naunet-Mahadevi. Kek and Kauket represent Japheth and 
Kali; and Heh and Hauhet, Ham and Uma. Most important for our 
purpose, Shem and Durga (Sheba-I) are Amun and Amaunet. The 
reappearance of the name Amun as the totally different god 
Amun-Re-Nimrod of Thebes confirms Shem’s identification with 
Lower (North) Egypt as Seth. 

The first split between halves of the Egyptian protoplast 
destined to become the populations of the Two Egypts occurred 
in the cities of Sippar and Kish in Akkad in the Eanna period. 
Mizraim-Aka established himself in Kish by taking the Lower 
(North) Egyptians with him from Sippar to Kish. The antagonism 
between Aka’s Kish and Gilgamesh-Tubal’s Uruk reveals the 
opposition between the Lower (North) Egyptians and the family 
of Japheth— Atum-Re of Upper (South)) Egypt. Sargon came to 
power at Semitic Agade with the assistance of the Lower (North) 
Egyptians at Kish. In order to secure Akkad for the Semitic 
Akkadians, he persuaded or ordered Sidon to use the Lower Sea 
fleet to transport the Egyptians still in Akkad to Lower (North) 
Egypt where Sidon and two of his Javanite family governed them 
at Thinis as predynastic Pharaohs Ka-ap, Khetm and Ro. That 
event must have occurred at the beginning of the next Noahic 
era in 2218 when Sidon created the feudal Mizraim clan of 
Genesis 10. To counterbalance that shift of the Lower (North) 
Egyptians to the Nile, Japheth brought the Upper (South)) 
Egyptians by the same Lower Sea fleet to Egypt at the next epoch 
in 2188 accompanied by Menes and Narmer (Nahor) and soon 
joined by the Ocean Dragon King sons of Ham. 

Preserving their distinction from the other half-protoplast 
from Kish, this group from Uruk settled in Upper (South)) Egypt 
where they or their descendants worshiped Japheth as Atum-Re 
of Heliopolis, a city named Iunu or On in the Hamitic tongue. 
“Heliopolis” is Greek for “City of the Sun.” As secondary vassals 
of Japheth, the Javanites migrated from Thinis-Theni in Lower 
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(North) Egypt to the Delta where they met their doom in 2181. 
Narmer (Nahor) established the sons of Ham somewhere in 2187 
to reign as Dynasty I in one-year terms while he consolidated his 
control over the Lower (North) Egyptians. The Hamites were 
recorded as successors to Narmer (Nahor) because of his priority 
established over them in Lower (North) Egypt as one of the two 
Akkadian masters who brought them to Egypt from the coasts of 
Arabia. They like the Javanites made their way to the Delta to be 
followed there by Narmer (Nahor) and massacred in 2181. 

That massacre triggered a series of events leading to the 
Battle of Teutates at Carchemish in 2178. After establishing his 
identity as Sopdu of Per-Sopd, Sabtah-Ganesha took on his new 
identity as Horus by getting involved in the conflict of 2181 at the 
end of Dynasty I and start of Dynasty II with its Horus-Seth 
obsession. That obsession was a direct result of events 
transpiring in Syria where Narmer (Nahor) and Horus-Sabtah 
joined the faction of Shelah-Horus the Elder and Sargon-Asshur 
in opposition to Shem-Seth-Teutates. The Seth-Horus tradition 
claims that the battle at Carchemish ended in a stalemate 
symbolized by the opposed thrones of Upper and Upper (South)) 
Egypt. Peleg of Seth’s faction and Narmer (Nahor) of of Horus’ 
faction died in 2178-2177 as though to define the stalemate. The 
Teutates faction won the actual battle to the extent of securing 
Syria for Aram-Esus and Phrygia-Lydia for the followers of 
deceased Peleg-Lud. 

During his reign as Naram Sin in Mesopotamia at some time 
before 2188, Narmer (Nahor) confronted an enemy who 
succeeded in sacking Agade. The story of the Gutians will be 
dealt with in the next chapter on the 22nd century when Gutian 
and Amorite rulers and their people surrounded the Akkadian 
Empire on either side. Naram Sin succeeded in defeating the 
Lullubi but not the Gutians or Amorites. 


Chapter Six 


The Twenty-Second Century and Egyptian 
Chronology 


Aside from distant colonizations already described, the 
history of the 22nd century involves three dynastic processes: the 
Amorite kings of Martu and Tidnum; Gutians rulers in the Zagros 
Mountains as included and dated relatively in the Sumerian King 
List; and the first five Egyptian dynasties, whose reigns were 
shaped by a module of twelve years for each “dynasty” covering 
the two Noahic generations from 2188 to 2128. Those sixty years 
followed the primary sixty of the Akkadians between 2248 and 
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2188 and made dynastic Egypt a successor regime to the 
Akkadian Empire. The relationship is so decisive that it had to 
have been planned in the 23rd century or earlier. Noah’s family 
knew the Nile well from having settled there within the first 
century after the Flood. It was only a matter of predesigned time 
before Egypt would become the center of Noahic attention. The 
time arrived in the 22nd century. No one dared challenge the 
destiny that Sidon’s mystical authority dictated in such matters. 
Even the murders at Metelis were guided by a design allowing 
the sons of Ham to reign over the six years preceding their 
deaths. 

The murders did, in fact, violate the design by cutting in half 
the allotment of twelve years which the Hamites should have 
claimed between 2188 and 2176. Perhaps it was not so much the 
bloodshed as this violation of political precedent that outraged 
Shem and his followers sufficiently to form the Teutates alliance. 
Each of the six Hamites should have reigned for two years each 
to ritualize the divine Ka in the “land of Ham.” Even though the 
Battle of Teutates occurred on the Upper Euphrates rather than 
Egypt, it managed to kill off Narmer (Nahor) before he could 
violate any more of the ordained schedule of Egyptian reigns. 
The Japhethites Tubal through Togarmah came to power as 
Dynasty II and reigned for two years each from 2176 to 2164. 
The dynasty concluded over the last six years with the three 
vassals of Gomer on the eve of their roles in the American 
expedition. 

The Gomerites were succeeded by Sidon-Sanakhte’s pentad 
of Dynasty III from 2164 to 2152. Sidon’s son Shelah-Marduk 
came to power as Pharaoh Neterirykhet-Djoser in 2161 and 
began the history of pyramid building with the Step Pyramid at 
Sakkara near Memphis at the transition from Upper to Upper 
(South)) Egypt. The Step Pyramid contains six tiers, one for each 
of the 60-year periods of postdiluvian history down to 2158 about 
the time the pyramid was completed after the close of Djoser’s 
formal reign in 2160. The four sides represent the four races of 
Adam and the Mahedevi tetrad. Each step expands in size from 
top to bottom and symbolizes the expansion of monogenetic 
world population at each 60-year stage ending in 2458, 2398, 
2338, 2278, 2218 and 2158. Mathematicians can estimate what 
world population could have been by the geometric ratio at work 
on four couples beginning at the zero point of 2518 and factoring 
in the supernormal vitality of this and ensuing generations. The 
Hamitic protoplast available to Egyptians kings in the 22nd 
century was a formal eighth of that world population. 


Identity of Sargon with Mesopotamian Guni/Gani, Sha-Guni 
with Egyptian Huni of Dynasty-III 
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Sha-  Guni 
Lord Guni (Gani) 
S(h)ar- Guni 


Sar- Gun(I) 
Sar- Gun/Gon 
Sargon 


According to sequence Asshur-Sargon reigned in the closing 
years of the twelve from 2154 to 2152, four years before his 
death in 2148 yielded by Genesis 11:20-21 indicating the 270th 
year after the Flood. In this one case the Egyptian name “Huni” 
derives from a foreign name sourced in Mesopotamia. Waddell, 
in his misguided zeal to discredit Assyriologists by showing that 
Sargon’s true name was never Sargon, reports what he considers 
the true name: “’Sargon’s’ own personal name was not ‘Sargon’; 
but it was variously phonetically spelt in Sumerian by himself and 
others ‘Gin or Gani, Guni or Shar- or Sha-Guni (i. e. ‘Lord Guni’).” 
(187) The name Guni easily yields Huni and adds some strength 
to our view that Dynasty III represents the imperial line 
starting with Sidon, omitting the deceased Peleg and 
working down through Shelah, Eber and Joktan to Reu- 
Asshur-Sargon [Nimrod]. 


Horus Name Personal Genesis 


Netjerikhet - Djoser - Sidon 

Sekhemkhet- Djoserty- Shelah 

Sanakht - Nebka - Eber 

Khaba-_ Teti - Joktan 

Qahedjet - Huni - Reu-Ashur-SARGON 
[NIMROD] 


This dynasty represents a peace initiative. Two of the rulers 
Eber and Joktan were members of the Teutates alliance and 
Shelah and Reu-Asshur leaders of the Mesopotamians who fought 
them on the Upper Euphrates in 2178. This arrangement hints 
that both Peleg and Nahor-Narmer (Nahor) were ritually 
sacrificed in 2178 and 2177 to establish this peace. These two 
were the greatest agitators of the imperial line and had caused 
the Uruk-Aratta, Metelis and Teutates conflicts. Pyramid-building 
Egypt celebrated the peace achieved after their deaths. In the 
Marduk Epic Peleg-Kingu is in effect ritually sacrificed. Although 
this event is inapplicable to the Uruk-Aratta War era it may well 
have been realized in 2178 at the dawn of the great colonization 
processes of black Africa and the Americas. 

As Pharaoh Djoser, Shelah-Arphaxad II found consolation for 
his defeat at Carchemish and resulting failure to establish a 
nation on the Upper Euphrates. His days as proud Marduk of the 
Akkadians and Bull El of Ugarit were over but he could take a 
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central role in the history of Old Kingdom Egypt. Simpson 
summarizes the mystical character of the Step Pyramid complex 
in keeping with the all-consuming mysticism of his father 
Sanakhte-Sidon-Ea-Ptah: 


Three or perhaps four major program factors are at work in 
the design concept. The first is the creation of a royal burial 
place, represented by the rectangular granite chamber beneath 
the pyramid and perhaps by the similar, smaller square chamber 
beneath the southern enclosure wall. The second factor is the 
provision in both structures of underground apartments for the 
king’s spirit, the vast stores of grain northwest of the complex, 
and the caches of stone vessels beneath the pyramid. The third 
element is the creation of a theatrical set of varied structures 
(none real in the sense of being truly functional) elaborately 
grouped within the enclosure wall. Was this three-dimensional 
theater set ever conceived for the use of human players? Or was 
it a ghostly stage for the entrances and exits of actors from the 
spirit world? Related to the last question is a fourth theme, the 
problematic use of real buildings, the entrance colonnade, and 
the double temple and palace on the north of the pyramid for the 
perpetuation of the king’s cult. Indeed, it is as if this vast, 
architectonic fantasy was created expressly to be abandoned, left 
as an earthly town for the private use of the dead king’s spirit 
and his associates, the gods (The Ancient Near East, 218-219) 


The gods were not only Djoser’s associates; but he was the 
greatest of them all— Marduk, “sun god of the gods;” Surya, sun 
god of India; Bull El, chief god of Ugarit; Ares, war god of the 
Hellenes; and Sumerian hero Lugalbanda, conqueror of Aratta. 
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Step Pyramid of Djoser at Sakkara 


The image has been copied from 


Although the complex was designed by the architect Imhotep and 
built in the mid-22"* century, Shelah lived on for more than a 
century until 2011 (Genesis 11:14-15). It was his great-grandson 
Reu-Sargon-Nimrod who died in 2148. Shelah abandoned the 
edifice built for him in the same way that the god-rulers had been 
abandoning the locales of their transitory reigns since the 
beginning of postdiluvian political history. 


Egyptian Chronology 

The mystic Sidon drew, among other things, on Shelah’s 
birth date in constructing the great mirage of Egyptian Old 
Kingdom chronology. This chronology posits for the Old Kingdom 
a span of 955 years, five more than the lifespan of Noah from 
3118 to 2168. That lifespan is exactly what the chronology refers 
to— not the actual history of Old Kingdom Egypt. Simpson 
concedes the ahistorical nature of Egyptian thought but has no 
concept of just how ahistorical it was. If modern scholars 
understood this reality, the great delusion of polygenetic 
secularism would collapse in an instant. Manetho’s king list is 
converted into a chronology by another document, the Royal 
Turin Canon. Simpson dates the beginning of Menes’ Dynasty I at 
3089 and of Khufu’s dynasty IV at 2613. What this chronology 
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does is to shut highly civilized Egypt up in its own separate 
world, rendering a common origin impossible. Although Simpson 
mentions contemporary records, it is clear enough that the real 
basis of the chronology is Manetho’s list and the Turin Royal 
Canon, which includes a full set of regnal terms. A key element in 
the Turin Royal Canon is the summation of 955 years from Menes 
to the end of the Old Kingdom. Subtracting those 955 from 3089, 
we arrive at 2134 in the 22nd century. I ignore those 955 years 
as a mythical fabrication akin the vast ages asserted in the early 
part of the Sumerian King List. 

Two acute observations can be made about those 955 years. 
First they cover eleven “dynasties”, the same total crowded into 
the thirty-years of Sumerian Dynasty III from the 240th year after 
the Flood to the rise of Sargon. Second the Egyptian span of 955 
approximates rather closely to the lifespan of Noah summed at 
950 in Genesis 9:29. Noah’s death occurred in 2168, thirty-four 
years before the Old Kingdom terminus of 2134. In fact a Flood 
date of 2518 places Noah’s birth 600 years earlier in 3118, 
twenty-nine years before the supposed Old Kingdom foundation 
in 3089: five fewer than thirty-four owing to the discrepancy 
between the Egyptian 955 and Noah’s 950. In other words Noah 
was twenty nine when Menes is supposed to have founded 
Dynasty I and died thirty-four years before the sequence of 
dynasties ended. I have no reason to doubt that something 
significant was happening in antediluvian Egypt in 3089— when 
Noah was 29 years old; but it was not the unification of the two 
Egypts by early postdiluvians centuries younger than Noah. We 
have frequently observed the way Egyptians dated the Uruk- 
Aratta War by back-extrapolating from its date to the beginning 
of Ra-Harakhte’s reign 336 years earlier when Noah first got 
word of the impending Flood. The same sort of symbolic back 
extrapolation was at work in the chronology of the Turin Royal 
Canon. Simpson admits that some of the eleven dynasties appear 
to be contemporary and that it is difficult to determine where one 
dynasty leaves off and another begins. What really counts in the 
period of the Old Kingdom is Narmer (Nahor)’s battle in the 
Delta in Dynasty I and the pyramid building of Dynasties III and 
IV. 

Noah’s age of 29 in the year that Dynasty I begins in the 
Turin Royal Canon is another example of the thirty-year rhythm 
which pervades everything this patriarch touched. The ideologue 
who built the concept of Egypt must have taken careful note of 
Noah’s death in 2168, 34 years before he claims that the Old 
Kingdom ended. The Memphite Theology identifies that 
ideologue as Sidon (Ptah), predynastic pharaoh Ka-ap, who had 
first crack at the Egyptian mind in Egypt. The 34 years from 2168 
to 2134 approximate well to a 35-year term at the heart of 
Sidon’s personal history. It must be remembered that Sidon 
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regarded himself as Noah’s supplanter and symbolic alter ego: a 
kind of Apsu II and, mythologically, the verbal creator of all 
things in the Memphite Theology. According to Genesis 11, 
Sidon’s son Shelah (“Belus King of Egypt”) was born when his 
nominal father Arphaxad was 35. That figure means that 
Arphaxad’s daughter Inanna must have given birth to Shelah at 
an early age just as Arphaxad must have given birth to her at a 
similar age. For example Arphaxad might have been twenty when 
Inanna was born and Inanna fifteen at Shelah’s birth. As Shelah’s 
actual father, Sidon knew that chronology well and attached it to 
his own mystique as Ea-Enki father of Marduk. 

By matching the 34 years from Noah’s death to the supposed 
end of the Old Kingdom with that genealogical span in his own 
background, Sidon tightened the symbolic tie between himself 
and Noah. It was as though the actual 22nd century history of 
Old Kingdom Egypt were equivalent to the span from the birth of 
Arphaxad to the birth of Sidon’s son Shelah, identifying the 
civilized grandeur of Egypt achieved in that period with the glory 
of Akkadian Marduk, Hellenic “Belus King of Egypt.” That span of 
35 years was then inflated to 955 years in the same tradition that 
caused the Sumerian scribe at Isin to attribute a reign of 36,000 
years to Dumuzi the Shepherd in order to express Sidon-Enki’s 
guiding principle of eternality readily apparent in the ahistorical 
mindset of Egypt. The year 3089 was reckoned equivalent to the 
birth of Nanna-Arphaxad; and the close of the Old Kingdom, to 
the birth of Marduk, as Enki’s complete self-realization as primal 
wisdom underlying the world community. 

To give some idea of how vast chronological spans are 
thrown around in the Sumerian King List, I call attention to the 
First Kish Dynasty of Sumer where both the founder Gulla- 
Nidaba-annapad and Kalibum are given reigns of 960, another 
approximation of Noah’s 950 and the Egyptian 955. The whole 
dynasty is summed at 24, 510 years. As for the comparatively 
sober-looking spans for individual reigns given in the Turin Royal 
Canon, they are attributable to way the chronologies of the 
Sumerian King List also turn sober and, in fact, literally accurate 
in the 22nd century. As in the Sumerian King List, the sequences 
and names are accurate. The spans of individual reigns are toned 
down to look realistic; but cumulatively these misrepresent the 
actual chronology of Old Kingdom Egypt by a factor of more than 
ten to one. The misrepresentations in the Sumerian and Egyptian 
schemes are complementary. The early Sumerian reigns are 
grossly inflated to bury the actual chronology of the period when 
Noah was in control of the earliest postdiluvian world order. The 
Egyptian reigns are rendered realistic because they were too 
recent in respect to the established world community of the 22nd 
century to conceal with such gross exaggerations. Readers of the 
Isin King List in the 21st century could be convinced that 
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antediluvian Dumuzi the Shepherd reigned for 36, 000 years; but 
consumers of the matching Egyptian King List could not be so 
easily duped. 

Adam’s son Seth Typology of Noah’s son Shem-Seth, 

Sidon’s son Shelah 

Sidon’s mystical interpretation of chronology went a step 
further. He realized that Noah’s ancestor Seth was born when 
Adam was 130 years old. That term of 130 years became a 
conceptual module. The product of seven and 130 is 910. 
Because Noah was Seth’s heir, the relevant anchor date in this 
case was Noah’s birth in 3118. The 910th year after 3118 comes 
to 2208, a decade after Sargon commissioned Sidon to establish 
the “Zero” Dynasty on the Nile as Ka-ap. Thus Sidon pictured 
himself as the Second Noah creating Egypt more than nine 
centuries after Noah’s birth. Because the Egyptian Ennead gives 
the name Seth to Noah’s heir Shem, Sidon’s scheme gained 
legitimacy from his status as father of Shem’s second heir 
Shelah. Sidon was to Shelah what Noah was to Shem as though 
the imperial Sethite line began a second time from his male line 
rather than from Arphaxad I’s. Such was the logic of the Inanna 
succession. 

Another “mystical” module relevant to Sidon’s concept was 
the 35 years that elapsed from the birth of Arphaxad I in 2516 to 
the birth of Shelah in 2481. The lapse of 35 years from the 
Noahic epoch of dynastic Egypt in 2188 falls at 2153 within one 
year of the rise of the Pyramid Dynasty IV, climax of the Egyptian 
program of the century. We have seen that the great heir Shelah 
became the first pyramid builder Djoser around 2160. 

Sidon himself is no doubt responsible for the chronological 
scheme incorporated in the Turin Royal Canon just as he is for 
the partly factual and partly outrageous chronology of the 
Sumerian King List. The challenge facing us is whether the 
concrete material which Simpson associates with the first five 
dynasties could have been generated within a brief span of 60 
years. Simpson generalizes about the nature of the Pyramid Age: 


The almost ahistorical nature of the record is more evident 
here than in any other’ era of Egypt’s development. The 
succession of kings, the probable lengths of their reigns, their 
genealogies, the names and offices of an increasingly observable 
officialdom, a few royal decrees, the great pyramid buildings, 
scenes and text from the cult chambers of the royal and private 
chapels built at the tombs,.an occasionally attested trade mission 
abroad or skirmish on the borders, the isolated find of an 
Egyptian object in Asia Minor or Crete, and the votive objects in 
Egyptian temples at Byblos and the Sinai— these are the strands 
with which the historian must work.(215) 


179 


Of course the modest suggestion of agnosticism here cannot 
explain away the vast discrepancy between his conventional 
chronology and mine. For example he dates the close of Dynasty 
V in 2345, 755 years after his figure of ca. 3100 for the beginning 
of Dynasty I. These figures begin with a discrepancy of 912 years 
from 3100 to our 2188 and add 60 years for our version of the 
Old Kingdom. 

The issue becomes one of civilization-building logistics in the 
22nd century. It is a truism that a thousand men can accomplish 
in one year what one man requires a thousand years to achieve if 
he lives so long. That is the logic of power: work inversely 
proportional to time. According to the Noahic model, 360 years 
passed from the Flood to 2158. In those years a world community 
with a high population emerged under monogenetic conditions 
entirely unknown to modern thought. Despite the bloodthirsty 
tendencies of Narmer (Nahor), that community had been 
generated and fostered by leaders who recognized their own 
offspring as a burgeoning world. When those children were put 
to work, they proceeded with alacrity beyond the imagination of 
conventional thought about antiquity. Political authority was not 
just absolute but organic. The pyramid enterprise and other 
works in Egypt were the civilized flowering of a comprehensive 
vision of persons who lived for 500 years and crafted civilization 
according to religious ideas of inconceivable potency. All the 
Noahic elite needed were large practical work forces and they 
could work wonders overnight. The grain wealth of the Nile and 
the universal power of theocratic religion added to the same 
effect. Another factor was the comparative remoteness of Egypt 
from sources of strife in Mesopotamia, the contested capital 
zone. Egyptian art displays for all to see what the monogenetic 
will of the world community meant to quasi-immortals like Sidon, 
Shelah and Japheth. The Egyptian setting of the 22nd century 
was sufficient for them to express that meaning through a large 
work force supported by the Nile economy and united in ways 
unknown and unknowable to later human history. 

The concrete materials named by Hallo and Simpson are 
attributed to the vast chronology established by the Turin Royal 
Canon and Manetho. That attribution ignores the logic of early 
postdiluvian power. Monogenetic reality is symbolized once for 
all by the practical center of attention in the Pyramid Age— 
pyramid design. The symbolic purpose of a pyramid is to 
represent monogenesis by a handful of superior progenitors at 
the top expanding downward to a popular world community at 
the base. Sidon and others were cultural geniuses. They knew at 
a glance what symbols mean. The pyramid is the one appropriate 
sign of monogenesis in four racial or three patriarchal divisions. 
A cone would suggest a monogenesis by a single race proposed 
mistakenly by some of my fellow Christians. Of course other 
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symbolic media for representing monogenesis exist apart from 
geometrical forms. The present text of English words is such a 
medium. 

Another way to view the 22nd century is to focus on the 360 
postdiluvian years ending in 2158 or 365 ending in 2153, the 
Same year determined by Sidon’s mystical extrapolation of 35 
years after the founding of dynastic Egypt in 2188. Because the 
solar principle lay at the root of the Egyptian stock— Egyptians 
were the Noahic people of the Utuship— their leaders attached 
high symbolic importance to the product of the solar year and the 
number of days in the year, probably 365 rather than 360. 


The Gutians 

The battles at Metelis and the Upper Euphrates and earlier 
Gutian sack of Agade in the reign of Naram Sin were part of an 
on-going world war against the Akkadian “Central Powers.” Imta 
founder of the Guti dynasty in the Sumerian King List appears to 
have been Ham’s son Phut. That is possible only if the dynasty 
was founded prior to the battle of the Nile Delta when Phut was 
slain along with his five brothers. The Gutians sacked Agade 
during Naram Sin’s reign in Mesopotamia before he undertook 
his Egyptian career as Narmer (Nahor). That perspective 
suggests that the Gutian and “Libyan” coalition at Metelis was 
formed more or less simultaneously by a large segment of the 
Noahic elite in an attempt to overthrow Naram Sin’s tyranny. 
Narmer (Nahor)’s career and the Nile Delta massacre occurred 
during the continuing Guti period. Gutian rulers of the 22nd 
century included the aggrieved Ibate-Riphath and Ibranum-Javan, 
feudal lord of four of the victims. Given the high importance of 
the Iranian coalition of Gutium, the presence of elite princes 
among the Gutian rulers should be regarded as a rule rather than 
exception. Virtually the whole of the Noahic community was 
allied against Akkadian tyranny. 

Hallo displays rulers of this period in his Figure 12 labelled 
“The successor states of Akkad (ca. 2160-2110).” The starting 
date for the chart is almost identical to my absolute date for the 
relative year 360= 2158 B.C., end of the twelfth postdiluvian era. 
The chart’s span ends after only fifty years, well short of the span 
of ninety I have adopted for the Gutians directly from the 
Sumerian King List. One feature is that Hallo’s scheme keeps 
duplicating the name Yarlagan, Gutian name of the race’s 
patriarch Ashkenaz. Hallo is evidently working from inscriptional 
evidence of concurrent reigns. Given Noahic insight, I would 
certainly consider these occurrences as referring to the same 
ruler before multiplying Yarlagans. The vertical columns of the 
chart are based on eight different political settings: Akkad, 
Lagash, Ur, Uruk, Umma, Gutians, Amorites and Hurrians. I find 
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elite Noahic princes at least at Lagash and among the Gutians 
and Amorites if not among the list of rulers at Uruk. The 
important Gudea, governor of Lagash, is shown contemporary 
with Gutian Puzur-Sin during the reign of Harharu_ of the 
Amorites. As _ it turns out both Harharu_and Puzur-Sin are 
versions of Shem. The Gutian list of the chart begins in medias 
res with Yarlagan V, who is treated as the predecessor of Ibate, 
the ninth Gutian ruler of the Sumerian King List. In that list the 
ruler labeled Yarlagan V is named Iarlagab and is given a reign of 
fifteen years down to the fifty-third year of the dynasty. If those 
fifty-three years are extrapolated back from the beginning of 
Ibate’s reign in the chart at about 2153, the start of the Gutian 
period would come around 2206. That date falls thirty-eight years 
after the accession of Sargon, giving both Sargon and Naram Sin 
fourteen years left of their fifty six. 

Another way to determine this chronology is to total the 
years accumulated by the Sumerian King List down to the start of 
Gutian Puzur-Sin, given as about 2135 in Hallo’s chart. According 
to the King List, Puzur-Sin began to reign in the 68th year of the 
dynasty. A backward extrapolation from 2135 places the start of 
the Gutian dynasty in 2203, fifteen years before 2188, the 
terminus of Sargon and Naram Sin’s 56 years. The political 
question behind this chronological one is how soon general 
opposition to the Akkadian regime began in the Noahic 
community. For one thing the two thirty-year eras the Akkadians 
allotted themselves violated earlier Noahic precedent. Even the 
hostile families of the Hamites and Shemites agreed to surrender 
power to general Noahic councils at thirty-year intervals. The 
tyrannical nature of the Akkadian regime became apparent to the 
Noahic elite once it was known that they planned to extend their 
dynasty to two generations rather than one. Their plan to do so 
went back to Peleg in totaling three successive periods as though 
under his control from 2338 to 2248. Peleg is the given father of 
Reu-Sargon in Genesis 11 and therefore the patriarchal source of 
the Akkadian regime. Sargon simply took one step further by 
converting Peleg’s abstract claim into a precedent for tyrannical 
innovation. 

The end of the tenth Noahic era in 2218 was the moment 
when the Akkadian threat to remain in power for an extra thirty 
years went in to effect. If the Gutians were ready for them, the 
first Gutian ruler of the King List, Imta, began to reign that year. 
The King List accurately reports that the Guti dynasty lasted 91 
years and forty days down to 2127 at the close of the Egyptian 60 
years of Dynasties I-V in 2128. This concept can be checked 
against Hallo’s chronology. The accession of Ibate in our 
chronology comes in 2165 twelve years earlier than Hallo’s 2153. 
A comparison between Hallo’s chronology with mine begins with 
a close agreement between his date of accession for Yarlagan V 
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(larlagab of the King List) with my twefth postdiluvian epoch of 
360 in 2158 as against their 2159. In fact that agreement is so 
close that we might consider correcting the working Flood date 
from 2518 to 2519 BC if there were any objective reason to 
regard the accession of Yarlagan V or Iarlagab as having epochal 
significance. But that can hardly be the case. The chart in Figure 
12 is dated circa 2160 to 2110 because of Hallo’s own sense of 
imprecision. 

It happens, however, that the chart gives my absolute date 
for the start of the twelfth Noahic era in 2158 to the accession of 
an Akkadian ruler Dudu. Dudu appears in the Agade section of 
the King List after a period of three years of anarchy explained as 
such by the Sumerian text. Those three years fit well into the 
closing years of a thirty year Noahic era based on the lunar-solar 
product of about 28 days converted into years. The King List 
gives Dudu 21 years followed by his son Shudural’s 15. This total 
of 36 is close enough to thirty to suggest another effort to fit into 
the Noahic tradition. The subsequent dynasty at Uruk appearing 
in the King List is treated by Hallo as covering years of the chart 
contemporaneously with Gutians. The respect for the twelfth 
postdiluvian era by Akkadian Dudu clearly indicates that 
everybody was seeking Noahic legitimacy in this way in the 22nd 
century. 

That same quest for legitimacy also applies to the Gutian 91 
years, which began in 2218 in reaction against Akkadian tyranny. 
It can be shown that the Gutians not only designed their dynasty 
to last for the same ninety-year module as the one claimed by 
Peleg-Lugalannemundu but that they grouped most of their 
reigns in sets of fifteen years, half the basic Noahic module of 
thirty. The first three rulers Imta, Inkishush and Sarlagab 
reigned a total of fifteen years. Iarlagab reigned for fifteen. The 
set bounded by the “Libyan refugees” Ibate and Ibranum reigned 
for another fifteen. The important group of Hablum, Puzur-sin 
and Yarlaganda— the post-American-expedition Ham, Shem and 
Ashkenaz— reigned a total of sixteen. Another set Shulme, 
Elulumesh and Inimbakesh shared seventeen. This symmetry 
reinforces our premise that everybody was trying to preserve 
Noahic legitimacy: 

Inscriptional evidence, apparently, leads Hallo to identify the last 
king of the Guti as Tirigan, who perhaps identifies with Japheth’s 
vassal Tiras. As a test of the chronology, we can compare the 
dates for Japheth, Magog and Javan with those of the correspond 
Egyptians of Dynasty IV. These reigns have not yet been 
presented in tabular form but we have dated Dynasty IV from 
2152 to 2140. Japheth had completed his reigns in Iran by 2165; 
but Javan-Ibranum did not complete his until 2150. Reigning 
third in a set of six Pharaohs (including Shepseskaf), he reigned 
at Memphis from 2148 to 2146, leaving him an ample six years to 
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journey from Iran to Memphis to take up his identity as 
Menkaure. As noted in Chapter Three Ashkenaz’ American 
expedition ended in 2146, leaving him five years to return from 
America to reign as Yarlaganda in 2141. 

An overall conclusion is that Hallo’s chronology is about 
twelve years too low for the Gutians, who began their reign at 
the start the eleventh postdiluvian era in 2218 and ended it 
ninety one years later in 2127. This last date has value both for 
the Egyptian Old Kingdom and for the Abrahamic war of Genesis 
14. The Abrahamic war involved the Amorites of Sodom and 
Gomorrah. 


Table 6.1 Identities and Dates of the Gutian 
Coalition [cp. Book 177] 


Gutian Genesis 10 Amorite Gutian Term 

Imta Phut 2218-2215 (- 
3) 

Inkishus Cush Yangi 2215-2209 (- 
h 6) 

Sarlaga Noah Didan 2209-2203 (- 
b u 6) 

Shulme Shelah Hars 2203-2197 (- 
u 6) 

Elulume Eber (Tubal) 2197-2191 (- 
sh 6) 

Inimbak Togarmah Sahla 2191-2186 (- 
esh mu 5) 

Igeshau Gether 2186-2180 (- 
sh 6) 

Iarlagab | Japheth Zuab 2180-2165 (- 

u 15) 

Ibate Riphath (Seba) Adam 2165-2162 (- 
u 3) 

illegible 2162-2159 (- 
3) 

Kurum Magog 2159-2158 (- 
1) 

illegible 2158-2155 (- 
3) 

illegible 2155-2153 (- 
2) 

Irarum Arurim son of 2153-2151 (- 
Madai 2) 
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Ibranum | Javan 2151-2150 (- 
1) 

Hablum Ham Hanu 2150-2148 (- 
2) 

Puzur- Shem Harh 2148-2141 (- 

Sin aru 7) 

Yarlaga Ashkenaz 2141-2134 (- 

nda 7) 

illegible 2134-2127 (- 
7) 

illegible 2127 


Amorite Kings 

The next issue in understanding the twenty-second century is 
to interpret the ten Amorite kings, whom Hallo’s chart spreads 
out between 2160 and 2110 but without any indication of 
documentary evidence. Fortunately an internet source identifies 
the source as Assyrian. This source www.aina.org/aol/kinglist 
expands the Amorite list beyond Hallo’s ten to twenty rulers. The 
first fourteen of these prove to be Noahic elite. The internet 
source gives considerable antiquity to this list of kings by 
starting off with it under the Assyrian label “Kings who lived in 
tents.” The source goes on to state that the Assyrians supply the 
names of Assyrian rulers who reigned in the period of Akkadian 
dominance. We have seen that Hallo shows Nineveh as existing 
in the time of Naram Sin. So the Assyrians possessed knowledge 
of their Semitic ancestors by name in early postdiluvian times at 
least as far back as the 23rd century. Hallo’s chronological 
location of the first ten or eleven Amorite kings in the post-Akkad 
period can be questioned since he does not indicate any 
inscriptional evidence for these dates. Nor does he explain his 
rationale otherwise in The Ancient Near East. 

The Amorites have been identified as a people distinct from 
the rest of the Noahic community from the beginning of the First 
Kish era in 2338, two years after the Tower of Babel event. Their 
kinglist should be dated from that year with a lengthy module of 
fifteen years. By that account the fourteen Noahic elite reigned in 
Amorite Tidnum down to the year 2228, about the time of the 
Abrahamic War when the Amorite-Gutian alliance against the 
Akkadians broke down. The list included the Hamite-Cushite 
eleven minus Phut, who died in 2181 before he could take his 
turn. By that time he had at least succeeded in establishing the 
Guti regime as Imta. In addition to ten patriarchs from the 
Hamite and Cushite sets, it also included Noah’s postdiluvian 
sons Ashkenaz and Togarmah as well as the imperial Shemites 
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Shelah, Eber and Joktan. Ashkenaz’ reign as Abazu— Algonquian 
Wabasso— coincided with his American expedition except for the 
final three years of the reign from 2146 to 2143. During this 
period the actual ruler at Tidnum must have been his 
predecessor Nuabu-Eber, ruling in his name. The fourteen rulers 
and their reigns were as follows. Their names as Egyptian rulers 


of the twenty-second century are added for perspective: 


Table 6.2 Fourteen Amorite Kings and Their Terms 
[cp. Book 179] 


Amorite 
Associative Names 


Term 


Genesis 10 Egyptian 


Tudia 2338- Canaan Anedjib Tu-matuenga 
2323 

Adam 2323- Seba Khasekhe Osiris-Asir, 

u 2308 (Riphath) m Amor- 

Yangi 2308- Cush Djer father of Ion- 
2293 Nimrod 

Sahla 2293- Togarmah Khasekhe Horus the 

mu, 2278 mwy Elder 

Kitla 

mu 

Harh 2278- Shem Seth 

aru 2263 

Mand 2263- Mizraim Djet Min 

aru 2248 

Emsu 2248- Joktan Re-Neb Esaugetah- 
2233 (Meshech) Emisee 

Esus, Esu 

Hars 2233- Sabtah Horus the 

u 2218 Younger 

Didan 2218- Dedan Nun 

u 2203 (Noah) 

Hanu 2203- Havilah II Shu 
2188 (Ham) 

Zuab 2188- Sheba II Snefru Atum Re 

u 2173 (Japheth) 

Nuab 2173- Eber Hotepsekh Nabu 

u [2143] (Tubal) emwy 

Abaz [2158]- Ashkenaz Peribsen Wabasso 

u 2143 

Belu 2143- Shelah Djoser Belus 
2228 


As first king of the Amorites, Canaan imparted to them the 
alienation he felt as the patriarch cursed by Noah. His paternity 
of Heth explains why the Hittites became the Indo-European 
stock that shared Martu at the place of the stag in this period. 
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Halfway through the First Kish period, he was succeeded by his 
vassal Amor-Riphath-Seba, the physical patriarch of the race. 
Riphath’s origin from Noah and Kali accounts for the mean of the 
name Amurru, “Flood People.” Cush came to power at the 
moment of the Aratta schism and no doubt gave his support to 
his son Nimrod, implicating his “Titan” Hamite fraternity in the 
Aratta lost cause. In the aftermath of the Uruk-Aratta War, he 
was succeeded in Martu by Ham’s full brother Togarmah. Shem 
came to power as Harharu at the epoch of Sumerian Dynasty III. 
The Egyptian identities in the fourth and fifth columns serve to 
illustrate interplay between Martu and Akkad where the Hamitic 
protoplast was located both at Sippar and Kish from the reign of 
Aka-Mizraim forward. 

In keeping with that interplay, Mizraim took control of the 
Amorites midway through the Dynasty III period as Mandaru. 
The next ruler Joktan-Meshech displays an Amorite name Emsu 
equivalent to his Muskhogean name as the creator god Emisee. A 
Muskhogean alternative name Esaugetah is cognate with his 
Gallic and West African names Esus and Esu. Joktan’s accession 
date in Martu parallels the rise of his nephew Reu as Sargon of 
Agade four years later in 2244. As creator of the Eanna dynasty 
at Uruk in 2208, Joktan came to be known in the West Semitic 
world as Melgart (Hellenized Melicertes), “King of the City.” His 
Amorite successor Harsu fails to appear in Hallo’s Amorite ten. 
The name designates Horus the Younger son of Osiris-Asir-Shiva, 
the Cushite Ganesha-Sabtah. At the mid-point of the Akkadian 
dual reign of Sargon and Naram Sin in 2218, Noah became king 
of the Amorites under his Cushite name Dedan-Didanu. This was 
the moment when the anti-Akkadian league came into existence 
in his name and enlisted both Amorites and Gutians in this co- 
belligerent cause. The alliance lasted down to the time of the 
Abrahamic war in the 2120s. The Gutians succeeded in sacking 
Agade during the reign of Naram Sin between 2218 and 2188. 
Halfway through those thirty years Noah was succeeded by his 
son Ham under the Amorite name Hanu. Ham was the earliest 
claimant to the land of Martu in the earliest decades after the 
Flood. He was succeeded at the close of the Akkadian 56 years 
by his older half-brother Japheth, who took the name Zuabu or 
“Sumuabu,” “Shem Is My Father,” in keeping with his sub- 
vassalage to Shem-Raamah in the Cushite clan. 

Under a name with a similar structure, Nuabu, Eber became 
king of the Amorites in 2173 in the aftermath of the Battles of 
Metelis and Teutates. In the second of these he served as 
Teutates’ horseman with the Eber insignia. Analogously to 
“Zuabu,” his name Nuabu suggests “Nun Is My Father,” as 
though his interview with Noah-Ziusudra as Gilgamesh laid the 
foundation for his regarding himself as Noah’s vassal. He was 
preceded in Martu by two feudal lords including Japheth, his lord 
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in Genesis 10:2 where he takes the name Tubal. I would have 
failed to recognize the value of the next Amorite name Abazu as 
Ashkenaz without the Algonquian tradition naming him Wabasso. 
Ashkenaz is written all over North America because he was 
leading his great expedition there in the same period when the 
Amorite process had him reigning as Abazu. The likely solution to 
this discrepancy is that his predecessor and co-Japhethite Eber- 
Tubal served as his viceroy in this period. At his return from 
America, Ashkenaz finished this Amorite reign by 2143 and took 
up his Gutian reign as Yarlaganda while the Amorite-Gutian 
alliance persisted. The distinction between his Algonquian name 
Wabasso and his Dakotan and Cherokee names Wakanda and 
Kanati associates the Semitic Amorites with the Algonquians 
named for Semitic Sargon and the Gutians with the Dakotans and 
Iroquoians. The fourteenth Amorite King Belu is Belus of the 
Hellenic tradition, son of Poseidon-Sidon and clearly Shelah- 
Marduk. Not long after the close of this Amorite reign in 2128, 
Shelah emerged as the Sumerian restoration ruler Utuhegal. 


Egyptian Dynasties of the Twenty-Second 
Century 


Although the Amorite rulers were chiefly a phenomenon of 
the 23rd rather than 22nd century, they have been discussed in 
the present chapter as complements to the Gutians who reigned 
for 91 years after 2218. Before closing the discussion of the 22nd 
century with the Sumerian restoration late in that century, we 
need to re-analyze the early Egyptian dynasties by including 
Dynasty V and supplying isochronic dates for thirty-two Egyptian 
kings, excluding the Akkadian Narmer (Nahor) and Aha (as 
members of Dynasty “Zero”) and extending from Djer of 
Dynasty I through Unis (Unas) of Dynasty V, which consists of 
nine kings. The best explanation of Dynasty V lies with the 
“Shemite B” group made up of the four Aramaean sons of Shem 
in Genesis 10:23 [Uz, Hul, gether, Mash or Meshak] and the five 
Joktanite males who do not appear elsewhere in Genesis 10 as 
strictly feudal names— Sheleph, Hazamaveth, Hadoram, Obal 
and Abimael. Because Hadoram-Arphaxad I is also an immediate 
son of Shem, this group could be labeled the “family of Shem” as 
opposed to his five vassals of various generations listed in 10:22. 
In tabulating the Egyptian pharaohs of Dynasties I through V, we 
are dealing with a body of names without cognate support. The 
only cognate Egyptian names identified so far are Narmer 
(Nahor) with Naram Sin, Aha Menes with Manishtushu and 
Huni with Guni-Sargon. The only one of these included in 
Table 6.3 is Huni of Dynasty III. Sanakhte of Dynasty III matches 
Sidon’s Japanese name Izanagi. 

In a few cases we have obtained matching attributes such as 
the Asian appearance of Khufu or the translation of the name 
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Hotepsekhemwy as “The two great ones are pleased.” Otherwise 
the identifications of the thirty-two kings depends solely on 
enumeration in plausible sets and an assumption that the 
sequences in Genesis 10 derive from the same source as 
the Egyptian King List. 
One bit of verification for Huni does not even depend on the 
given sequence of Genesis 10:22 but results from rearranging the 
patriarchs according to their birth order in  Shem’s line, 
identifying Huni-Sargon with Reu, youngest of the group. 
Another verification, in Dynasty IV, derives from the appropriate 
Asian appearance of Khufu as Snefru’s son and successor at 
Memphis consistent with yellow Gomer’s location at the head of 
the primary Japhethite list. Despite these few verifications, the 
identifications of individual pharaohs remain quite tentative. 
Table 6.3 is similar to 5.3 but with dates and Dynasty V added. 
The dates result from dividing the module of twelve years for 
each dynasty by the number of rulers in each. The table 
embodies our radical revision of Egyptian chronology by locating 
within the twenty-second century rulers commonly believed to 
have spanned the better part of a millennium. The Egyptian 
dynasties marked the close of the great political enterprise of the 
Noahic elite. That is why the pyramids and other edifices 
possessed a funereal meaning. They coincided in time, not only 
with the deaths of a substantial fraction of the elite but with the 
completion of the great colonizing programs in the Far East, 
Africa and the Americas. The Hamites themselves had been held 
in reserve for this purpose from the time that Japheth first 
learned the “Hamitic” tongue on the antediluvian Nile. His reign 
as Snefru and those of his sons at Memphis marked the 
culmination of his personal history. One dimension of the solar 
Utuship of the Hamitic stock is grand architecture and other 
works of art such as the portrait statues of Snefru and his 
successors. Theologically the solar principle represents both the 
future resurrection of the redeemed dead and the Millennial 
Kingdom which will result from it. The Egyptians attached the 
idea of resurrection to the god Osiris-Asir and expressed quasi- 
millennial glory in their great building projects of the twenty- 
second century. The honor of building the first pyramid went to 
Djoser, Shelah, the conqueror of Aratta worshiped by the East 
Semites as Bel-Marduk and recorded in the Amorite kinglist kept 
by the East Semitic Assyrians as Belu, that is, “Belus King of 
Egypt” in Hellenic tradition. 


Table 6.3. Conjectural Identities and Dates of Thirty- 
Seven Egyptian Rulers [Book 135] Pilkey Dates From 
2518 
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Pharaoh 


Term 


Genesis 10 Alternative ID 


DYN-”O” 
or i“ 1 ny” 


lyr 
each 
From 
2518 


? Menes 
(Mines) 


Narmer 
(Nahor) 
(Menes, 
Mines?) 


Nahor 
(Naram- 
Sin) 


2189 


Hor-Aha, 
Aha 
(Menes?) 
(Athothes, 
Athothis) 


Serug / 
Menes 
(Manish 
tusu) 


2188 


DYN-I 


Djer 
(Uenephos, 
“innebw”, 
Athothes, 
Kenkenes) 


Cush 


2187 


Djet 
(Usaphats, 
Diables, 
Ouenephes) 
Den 
(Kenkenes, 
Qengen, 
Pemphos, 
Ousaphaido 


Mizraim 


Phut 


2186 


2185 


(Mebidos, 
Togar, 
Amachus, 
Momchira, 
Miebidos) 


Canaan 


2184 


Semerkhet 
(Semerkhet 


Semempses 
,otoechus, 
Semempses 


) 


Coeus s. 
of Ham 


2183 


Qa (Ka) 
(Bleneches, 


Creus s. 
of Ham 


2182 
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Gorsormes, 

Bienekhes 

DYN-2 
1 Hotepsekhe Tubal 2176- 
/ mwy 2174 
7 
2 Re-Neb Meshec 2174- 
/ h 2172 
8 
3 Nyneter Tiras 2172- 
/ 2170 
9 
4 Peribsen Ashkena 2170- 
/ Zz 2168 
1 
0) 
5 Khasekhem Riphath 2168- 
/ 2166 
1 
1 
6 Kasekhemw Togarm 2166- 
i y ah 2164 
1 
Z 
7 X Tosertasis xX = 
8 X Akhes x se 
9 xX x ie 

Sdephouris 
1 X Kerpheres x = 
0) 
1 X Tosertasis xX -- 
1 

DYN-3 
1 Sanakte Sidon 2164- 
i, 2161 
1 
3 
2 Djoser Arphaxa 2161- 
/ 131y from d II- 2159 
1 Narmer (Shelah) -2 
A (Nahor) 

Contempo 

rary with 

5 Uruk 

Utuhegal 
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3 Sekhemkhe Elam- 2159- 
/ t Eber- 2156 
1 (Tubal -3 
fs) 
4 Khaba Aram- 2156- 
/ Joktan 2154 
1 
6 
5 Huni Asshur- 2154- 
/ Reu 2152 
1 
7 
DYN-4 
1 Snefru Japheth 2152- 
/ 2150 
1 
8 
2 Khufu Gomer 2150- 
/ 2148 
1 
9 
3 Redjedef Javan 2148- 
/ 2146 
2. 
0) 
4 Khafre Arurim 2146- 
/ son of 2144 
y) Madai 
1 
5 Menkaure Magog 2144- 
/ 2142 
2, 
2 
6 Shepseskaf --- 2142- 
/ 2140 
2 
3 
DYN-5 KAIS MT. 
p.152 p.35 
6-7 


4 
Aramae 
an 

sons of 
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Shem 

Gen. 

10:23, 

26 
1 Userkaf Almoda UZ SHE 2140- 
/ d M 2139 
Zz 
4 
2 Sahure Sheleph HUL HUL 2139- 
/ 2137 
2 
5 
3 Neferirkare Hazarm GETHE MAS 2137- 
/ Kakai aveth R H 2136 
Z 
6 
4 Shepsekare Jerah MASH --- 2136- 
/ Isi [Poss. 2134 
2 Herakle 
7 s/Zeus- 

II] 

5 

Feudal 

Vassals 

of 

Joktan 

Gen. 

10:26 
5 Nererefre Hadora SHELE = 2134- 
/ m PH 2133 
2 
8 
6 Neuserre Diklah Hazarm --- 2133- 
/ arvet 2131 
2 
9 
7 Menkauhor Obal HADOR GET 2131- 
i Akauhor AM HER 2130 
3 
0 
8 Djedkare Abimael OBAL --- 2130- 
/ Isesi 2129 
3 
1 
9 Unas, s. of -- ABIMA UZ, 2129- 
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TEM EL or 2128 


Nw 


The Abrahamic War and Sumerian Restoration 

After his reign as Djoser and shortly after the close of both 
the Amorite and Egyptian sequences in 2128, Shelah returned to 
Mesopotamia and became both “Amraphel king of Shinar” in 
Genesis 14 and the restorer of Sumerian independence from the 
Gutians as Utuhegal of Fifth Uruk. The story of the restoration 
involves Gudea, priest-king or governor of Lagash in the late Guti 
period, the lapse of the Guti regime through the reconquest of 
Sumer by Utuhegal, the Abrahamic War involving Gutian and 
Elamite Iran as it did the West Semites in the time of Abraham 
and the large scale building project by Ur-Nammu, a latter-day 
version of Ham, who seemed to be taking his cue from the 
Pyramid Pharaohs of the family of Japheth. [NOTES: See, 
Chronology Synchronism: Contmporaries: 3 Dyn Djoser- 
Shelah WITH 5“ Uruk Utuhegal.] 

The account of the Abrahamic War in Genesis 14 reveals that 
the dominant patriarch in Iran at that time was Japheth- 
Kedorlaomer, an Elamite name meaning “servant of the god 
Lagomar,” a version of Japheth’s son Gomer. Japheth should be 
placed clearly in the Guti dynasty before its lapse in 2127. His 
sons and other vassals appear in the Guti list as Kurum-Magog 
(father of the Hurrians), Javan-Ibranum, possibly Tiras as Tirigan, 
Ashkenaz as Yarlaganda and Ibate as Riphath. The five illegible 
names in the list may well conceal some combination of Gomer, 
Madai, Tubal and Meshech. Assuming that the opening element 
Yarla- in the name Yarlagab has the same prefixing value as in 
Ashkenaz’ Gutian name Yarlaganda, I read Yarlagab as Ashkenaz’ 
feudal lord Japheth, Ashkenaz’ antediluvian full brother and like 
him a “fancy Dan” as depicted as the principal figure of the 
Boxer-Dancer panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. The apparent 
root of Japheth’s Gutian name “Gab” occurs in the earlier ruler 
Sarlagab, whom I take to be Noah, Geb of the Egyptian Ennead. 
Noah cannot be Yarlagab because he died in 2168, four years 
before the end of Yarlagab’s reign. 

A tenable hypothesis for explaining the Abrahamic War of 
Genesis 14 is that the submission of five western kings to four 
eastern rulers represents a late attempt to rally another feudal 
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set of eleven modeled on the prototype of the Canaanite clan in 
Genesis 10. The nine of 14:4, allied at first, left only two more 
members to be named. The prominence given to Abram and Lot 
in Genesis 14 suggests that they were the final two. It was well 
known that they were members of the imperial family of Agade 
through Abram’s father Terah, a son of Naram Sin; but their 
residence in Canaan meant that they had forsaken the Akkadian 
cause. As an unnamed Hittite declares in 23:5, Abram was “a 
mighty prince among us.” 

Of the eleven allies, six can be placed among the Noahic 
elite. In the Semite west, these include Bera as Ham 
(Enmebaraggesi), Melchizedek as Shem, Birsha of Gomorrah as 
Togarmah and Eber as Shemeber, king of Zeboiim. In Iran 
Japheth appears as Kedorlaomer and Shelah, his old ally at Uruk, 
as Amraphel king of Shinar (Sumer). The only identifiable 
Sumerian ruler prior to Ham’s reign as Ur-Nammu is 
Utuhegal, the restoration monarch of Fifth Uruk. The Sumerian 
name is cognate with Shelah’s Joktanite name Diklah. Utuhegal 
reigned between 2127 and 2119, too late to picture him as a 
reigning monarch at the time of the war; but the war occurred in 
2128 and was the basis of Utuhegal’s rise to power by revealing 
the weakness of the Gutians. The biblical title “King of Shinar” 
anticipates his Sumerian reign as the restorer Utuhegal. 

It is difficult to imagine that Ham and Shem would reign as 
Hablum and Puzur-Sin after their roles as Bera and Melchizedek 
in conflict with such kings from the Gutian-Sumerian east. In all 
likelihood the Goyyim of Tidal are the Gutians. The best 
argument is that Ham and Shem formed the west-east alliance 
named in Genesis 14:4 immediately after they left Gutium for 
that purpose. The rebellion of the westerners in that verse 
occurred twelve years later in 2129 and the invasion of the 
eastern kings the following year. In 2128 Abram was ninety-years 
old. According to Genesis 17:1, he was ninety- nine the year he 
formed his personal relationship with El Shaddai. In effect he 
celebrated his victory over the eastern kings as the God of the 
lunar principle intervened in his life to establish a new spiritual 
order. The lunar principle always meant revolution symbolized by 
lunar phases and spokes of a wheel, both adopted by Abram’s 
ancestor Arphaxad I to represent the new world after the Flood. 
Abraham’s original name Abram, meaning “High Father” in 
Semitic agrees with his status as an heir of the Akkadian dynasty. 
He failed to become an Akkadian emperor only because the 


empire was in decline and his father Terah decided to abandon 


Mesopotamia for West Semitic Syria. 
A superficial objection to this date for the war of Genesis 14 


is that Abram was only 85 and 86 at the scene of his union with 
Hagar and the birth of Ishmael in the 16th chapter. If Chapters 
14-17 are arranged in strict chronological order, the war had to 
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have occurred at some time before 2141 when he was 85. There 
is no reason, however, to conclude that the chapters follow 
continuous narrative chronology in all cases. The invaders 
succeeded in sacking Sodom and kidnapping Lot. As a great- 
grandson of hated Naram Sin, Lot was a political prize. In order 
to rescue Lot, Abram pursued the invaders with a retinue, 
defeated them, delivered Lot and recaptured the goods taken 
from Sodom. He then gave a tenth of the spoils to Melchizedek 
and honored his God El Elyon, the Anship of political sovereignty 
at the core of early postdiluvian times. The contrast between the 
names of God in Genesis 14 and 17 is a classic illustration of the 
ethical difference between the Anship and Nannaship, the one 
representing political authority and the other the dynamic of 
spiritual change. Shem adopted the Anship of his father Noah 
and became a priest of El Elyon after Noah’s forty years earlier 
in 2168. In effect Shem was the last of the early postdiluvian 
theocrats just as Abram became Abraham, the father of personal 
faith in times of radical change. The change of name to 
“Abraham,” meaning “Father of a Multitude,” signifies that he 
had exchanged political power in the fading Akkadian Empire for 
genetic privilege to generate new nations in the pioneer west. 
Another basic aspect of the Nannaship of El Shaddai is the 
natural revolution of new generations. 

In summary Narmer (Nahor)’s battle in the Nile Delta 
occurred around 2181, the Battle of Teutates near Carchemish in 
2178 and the Abrahamic war in 2128 five decades later. The first 
two events intensified Japheth’s motive to destroy the Akkadian 
Empire. In the second he chastised western Semites for their 
failure to support his endeavor. As a grandson of Naram Sin, 
Abram was obliged to go to war against Japheth in order to 
rescue his nephew Lot and recover the goods pillaged from 
Amorite Sodom. As a passing note, Japheth’s reign as Zuabu of 
the Amorites not only gave him a sense of familiarity with these 
people but fulfilled Noah’s prophecy in Genesis 9:27 that Japheth 
would “dwell in the tents of Shem.” The rest of the prophecy 
states that Canaan would become Shem’s slave. According to my 
analysis of the Amorite dynasty, Canaan was its founder under 
the name Tudia. That hardly seems tantamount to slavery; but 
the prophecy may have a bearing on the deadly outcome of the 
battle in the Nile Delta where all four of the primary Hamites 
perished. 

The chief denouement characters of Sumerian history are 
Gudea, governor of Lagash, Utuhegal of Fifth Erech and Ur- 
Nammu of Third Ur. As Hallo points out, the Sumerians 
continued to be a cultural force even after the political power of 
Mesopotamia faded with the lapse of the Akkadian Empire. Hallo 
must have been thinking of the brilliant portrait statues of Gudea 
and Ur-Nammu as well as the latter’s restoration projects in the 
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cult centers of Sumer including the great lunar temple at Ur. In 
Origin of the Nations I, I identify Gudea and Ur-Nammu as Sidon 
and Ham and have fortified this opinion since then. Both rulers 
take on the aura of elegiac restoration figures eager to 
“strengthen the things that remain” after a century of destructive 
times. As Gudea, Sidon attempts to accomplish this goal by 
building up the religious cult of the chief Lagashite god Ningirsu- 
Ninurta and by abstracting this cult from the record of Ninurta’s 
human counterpart Sargon-Nimrod. 

Hallo’s Figure 12 dates Gudea’s accession as governor of 
Lagash a decade later than I around 2136. Gudea names his son 
and successor Ur-Ningirsu, champion of the Lagashite god. As 
for the elegiac note, it is worth observing that Sidon and Ham 
both lost sets of four sons or grandsons at the Nile Delta in 2180. 
Presumably affected by these deaths, Sidon turned to a mystical 
religion based on a dream vision of Ningirsu as a complex being 
with the head of a lion, wings of an eagle and a “flood wave” 
below. This scheme represents the three races who, in effect, 
won the Uruk-Aratta War to the glory of Sidon’s son Shelah: the 
Egyption lion, Semitic-Akkadian eagle and Sumerian “flood 
wave” of Sidon’s original cult as euhemeristic Enki. 

Aside from this dream vision, the clearest illustration of 
Sidon’s mystical habit of mind is The Memphite Theology of 
Creation, an Egyptian text translated by John Wilson in The 
Ancient Near East: an Anthology of Texts and Pictures (1958), 
edited by James B. Pritchard. The myth attributes supreme 
creative power to Ptah, the Egyptian pantheon version of Sidon. 
In a variation of the logos principle, Ptah speaks and creates 
things, including the gods: 


The mighty Great One is Ptah, who transmitted [life to all gods], 
as well as (to) their ka’s, through this heart, by which Horus 
became Ptah, and through this tongue, by which Thoth became 
Ptah (1). 


By giving the gods their Ka’s, Ptah has enabled them to become 
rulers. This power to generate kingship was originally attached 
to the Anship of Noah before Sidon usurped that power by 
replacing it with his own Enkiship, the principle of eternity and 
wisdom. We have seen that Sidon determined all the names or 
feudal titles of Genesis 10. The Egyptian myth asserts his power 
to do so. The text goes on to couple Ptah with Atum Re as co- 
creators precisely as we have seen Sidon’s family as Japheth’s 
secondary vassals at work among the Egyptians in the 
predynastic period. Atum Re generates the Ennead of gods 
physically; but Ptah replaces human semen with the power of 
thought and speech. Sidon possesses the mind that raises these 
persons to the level of ruling gods: “The Ennead (of Ptah), 
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however, is the teeth and lips in the mouth, which pronounced 
the name of everything, from which Shu and Tefnut came forth, 
and which was the fashioner of the Ennead” (1-2). Sidon 
expressed his mysticism to the Sumerians one way and to the 
Egyptians another. 

Another transparent and valuable Noahic phenomenon of the 
22nd century is the dynasty of Fourth Uruk, appearing in the 
King List between the close of the Agade Dynasty and the start of 
the Gutian section. Hallo strings together its five rulers as fathers 
and sons, adds another generation with the name Lugal-melam 
and concludes this continuous genealogy with Utuhegal, the 
restorer of Sumerian independence in the post-Gutian period. A 
crucial point, however, is that the King List names the opening 
two rulers, Ur-nigin and Ur-nigir, as the only father-son pair of 
the dynasty, and sums up the dynasty at exactly thirty years: 
always the sign of Noahic tradition. These thirty years are the 
twelfth postdiluvian era from 2188 to 2158. The dynasty ran 
concurrently with Gutians and late Akkadian rulers such as 
Sharkalisharri. One of the rulers Kudda displays a name cognate 
with the Ural-Altaic equivalent of Noah, Kudai Bai Ulgon and 
represents Noah reigning in the final six years of his life prior to 
his death in 2168. Despite Hallo’s effort to place Utuhegal of 
Fifth Uruk into continuous relationship with Fourth Uruk, the 
Gutian period lapsed and Utuhegal came to power in 2127, a full 
Noahic era after the end of Fourth Uruk in 2158. Whether 
someone named Lugal-melam reigned at Uruk over this interval 
of thirty years is a moot point. The fact is that power remained in 
the hands of the Gutians prior to 2127. 

The last two Sumerian rulers belonging to the Noahic elite 
are Utuhegal and Ur-Nammu. Ur-Nammu’s gloomy, sensitive face 
reinforces the impression of Ham that I derive from the Dragon 
panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. Both images seem to reflect 
Ham’s sorrow at the murder of his sons in 2181. The Sumerian 
Kinglist identifies Ur-Nammu as founder of the dynasty of Third 
Ur following the 7 % year reign of Utuhegal at Fifth Uruk. Since 
the King List locates the reign of Utuhegal immediately after the 
end of the Guti dynasty, the accession of Ur-Nammu can be 
computed from the date of 2127 for the Guti terminus. Hallo’s 
Figure 12 dates the accession of Utuhegal around 2119, eight 
years later than this date. We have noted that Gutian dates of 
Figure 12 run about twelve years lower than mine. 

Because Utuhegal’s term is 7 % years, the accession of Ur- 
Nammu in my chronology is about 2119. Utuhegal proves to be 
Shelah. The Sumerian name accounts for the Prussian god Tukla 
and Hebrew Diklah of the Joktanite list. As 22nd century version 
of the hero Lugalbanda, Shelah makes sense as the restorer of 
Sumerian power after the close of the long Gutian period. Hallo 
and Simpson treat Utuhegal and Gudea’s son Ur-Ningirsu-II as 
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strictly contemporary, driving their identities apart and thus 
suggesting that Ur-Ningirsu-II is some other son of Sidon besides 
Shelah. Politically Utuhegal and Ur-Ningirsu-II differed widely. 
The governors of Lagash were subservient to the Gutians; 
whereas Utuhegal is celebrated in Sumerian tradition as their 
savior from the foregn yoke of the Gutians. 


Ur-Nammu of Third Ur 
For a refined statuette head-bust, see: 
http://sumerianshakespeare.com/27601.html 
This is a free ware picture. Used with permission under conditions stated by the 
source. 
Author: Wikimedia Commons (Public Domain) 
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Stela_of Ur-Nammu detail.jpg 


In conventional fashion, Hallo assumes that Utuhegal died at 
the end of his reign and that Ur Nammu may have been his son. 
Noahic logic does not work that way. Utuhegal-Shelah did not die 
at this time nor was Ur-Nammu his son. Whoever Ur-Nammu 
was, he played the builder Solomon to Utuhegal’s heroic David. I 
suggest that these two were Shelah and Ham— Marduk and 
Anshar of the Marduk Epic— in a radically new setting long after 
the Uruk-Aratta War. That Ham was still alive in 2119 is quite 
likely. His brother Shem certainly was. Assuming that Ham 
survived the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah not long after 
the Abrahamic War, he was free to abandon his role as Bera of 
Sodom and return to Sumer where he had reigned late in the 
First Kish period as Enmebaraggesi.Even before the destruction 
of Sodom, he had reason to abandon that evil city as the “iniquity 
of the Amorites” was reaching its climax. 

I suspect that Ham was a hetro-flexible; but even he would 
have been disgusted by the behavior at Sodom, which 
consisted of the same-sex rape of male guests. The name 
Sodom looks like the latter part of the name Iltasadum, Ham’s 
immediate predecessor at First Kish. Like Gudea, Ur Nammu was 


a_ cultural idealist, who built the great ziggurat temple of Nanna 
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at Ur. Ham had become or was becoming the Egyptian lunar 
deity Zehuti-Thoth, associating him with the lunar cult of Nanna. 
Disgust with the behavior of Amorite Sodom may well have 
driven him to abandon his ancient linguistic stock the Semites 
once for all and to pour all the idealism he could muster into the 
temples of Sumer. Thematically his great restoration efforts in 
that land were the correlative of the divine destruction of Sodom 
and Gomorrah. Like Sidon he believed in the lofty spiritual 
idealism of pre-Akkadian times and sought to reestablish it by 
means of formal religion. The greatest surviving remnant of the 
Noahic heritage, aside from the nations themselves, is the cities 
of Sumer with their systematic temple cults analyzing the 
Sumerian high pantheon into a set of memorial shrines. 


Ur Nammu’s Temple of Nanna at Ur 
By Hardnfast, CC BY 3.0, 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=3544015 


The aerial photo of the lunar ziggurar at Ur was copied from 
the internet on 122006 at 
www.lib. haifa.ac.il/art/aerial nammu.gif 
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This entrance view of the same lunar ziggurat from (public 
domain): 
https://archive.defense.gov/DODCMSShare/NewsStoryPhoto/2009-11/ 
scr_091121-A-9950B-001b.jpg 


The name of Ur-Nammu’s nominal patron goddess adds 
something to his identification with Ham. Probably owing to their 
Caucasoid racial type, the Sumerians replicated Uma in a variety 
of goddesses representing her different motherhoods. These 
included Nanshe, Ningal and Ningirda as well as Nammu as 
mother of Canaan by Ham and Sidon by Canaan. The real 
strength of the Ur-Nammu-Ham identification, however, lies in 
the man’s character as an ambitious builder in Mesopotamia, 
first in the abortive Tower of Babel project and then as the 
restorer of the other temples of Sumer. No other patriarch of the 
Noahic inner circle was as qualified for this role. As Ur-Nammu 
Ham picked up where he left off at Babel 180 years after the 
Flood in 2338 B. C. 

Ur Nammu won over the priests of Enlil and Ninlil at Nippur 
by rebuilding the temple there. As a result he won the title “King 
of Akkad and Sumer,” restoring that title to himself as a member 
of Noah’s first generation. The euhemeristic counterpart to Enlil 
before his death in 2181 was Ham’s son Cush. One reason why 
Cush won such high rank as feudal lord of all four antediluvians 
in Genesis 10:7 is that Enlil was regarded as the chief deity of 
Sumer despite Sidon-Enki’s name “Lord of the Land.” We have 
seen that Sargon in his character as Nimrod-Ninurta claimed to 
have recovered the Enlilship from Shem-Zu. It is curious to 
reflect on whether the priests at Nippur realized that Enlil’s 
anthropomorphic form was Ham’s son Cush. Ham no doubt knew 
it; but, playing his political role as Ur-Nammu, he may have kept 
the relationship a secret. I have not yet determined the practical 
form that euhemerism took in Noah’s family except to observe 
that the Sumerian concept of the gods_ was_ strictly 
anthropomorphic. 

Hallo details Ur Nammu’s building efforts: 
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His building and votive inscriptions, and to a lesser extent 
his hymns and old date formulas, bear eloquent witness to this 
fact. They show that he built temples to the principal deities of 
Eridu (Enki), Uruk (Inanna), Larsa (Utu), Kesh  (Ninhursag) 
and probably Umma (Shara), as well as to some additional deities 
(Nin-egal, Ningubala) at Ur itself (78). 


The goddess of Umma, Shara, provides still another version of 
Ham’s wife Umma but this time cognate with her name Kishar as 
Anshar-Ham’s wife in the Marduk Epic. In effect the name Shara 
renames Nammu as though to associate her with the Akkadians 
rather than the Sumerians. As grand restorer of the late 22nd 
century, Ur-Nammu included the first six cities of the Noahic 
scheme except Lagash. The omission of Lagash can be easily 
explained. The city was devoted to Ningirsu, whose very image in 
Gudea’s dream vision embodied the Akkadian Empire just as the 
god referred euhemeristically to its founder Nimrod-Sargon. 
Although the Sumerians themselves were indebted to Sargon for 
their “flood wave” presence in Lower Mesopotamia, the new 
order of Utuhegal and Ur Nammu existed for Sumerians, not for 
Akkadian Semites. 

The Sumerian restoration came 117 years after the rise of 
Sargon in 2244. In effect Utuhegal reversed what happened that 
year to the imperial founder of his line, Shem, as Lugalzaggesi. 
He resumed the history of Sumerian independence at Uruk 
where it had ended with Lugalzaggesi’s overthrow. 


Retrospect on Sumerian Chronology 

Analysis of chronology in the 22nd century raises the issue of 
how Sumerian chronology came to be interpreted by the time of 
Kramer in 1963 and Hallo and Simpson in 1971. After admitting 
that estimates attempted earlier in the 20th century were much 
too high, Kramer goes on to point out that backward 
extrapolation from known dates places the end of Ur Nammu’s 
Third Ur dynasty at 1953 “plus or minus fifty years.” That 
estimate is much lower than mine of 2011, ninety years after the 
close of Ur Nammu’s reign. Even if fifty years are added to 1953, 
Kramer’s estimate is still a bit later than mine at 2003. This 
difference is ironic in view of Kramer’s estimate for the earliest 
ascertainable date in Sumerian history of about 2500 for Mesilim 
king of Kish. That date is far two high for my chronology. 
Obviously I have condensed Sumerian chronology for pre- 
Akkadian Sumer and even for the Akkadian period. The basis of 
the condensation should be explained. 
Modern research has not unearthed any direct evidence for 
ancient reckonimg by eras such as I deduce from the thirty-year 
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generation module in Genesis 11. The data used to arrive at 
chronology consists, as Kramer states, of “historical inscriptions, 
date-formulas and synchronisms of various sorts.” Aside from the 
Sumerian King List— a late document with stupendously high 
figures for early reigns— I take that to mean that inscriptions 
sometimes report the interaction among rulers in different 
localities establishing contemporaneity. “Date formulas” are the 
use of particular events to reference chronology in the short 
term. Clearly these “date formulas” offer only relative chronology 
for limited periods of time but might be used to establish the 
lengths of reigns and explode my view, for example, that only 
thirty years was consumed by a set of twelve successive 
“dynasties” of the King List in the period of Second Kish. Of 
course I have added the reservation that Lugalannemundu’s 90 
years should be taken at face value as covering three successive 
Noahic eras down to the accession of Sargon. The problem is that 
those ninety years happen to extend back to the start of the First 
Kish dynasty, which these scholars prefer to date in the first half 
of the third millennium. By their consensus my overall 
chronology is far too low and my use of a Flood era and the 
thirty-year rhythm unwarranted by anything to be found in 
Sumerian documents. 

My answer begins with an observation that the Sumerian 
King List testifies to an element of systematic, purposeful 
fabrication by early Sumerian ideologues such as Sidon. First the 
Flood is dated from the time of the confusion of tongues so as to 
suppress all knowledge of the Babel judgment in Sumer. Second 
the reigns of kings are grossly inflated to vast periods as though 
the word for “year”in reality referred to little more than a day or 
a few hours. As the King List progresses, these chronological 
assertions turn sober enough to accept at face value. On this 
point the secular scholars and I are in full agreement. The 
difference comes in how to measure the true chronological order 
of magnitude for the Pre-Akkadian period. 

A remarkable fact emerges from Hallo’s Figures 7-9 where 
he outlines three stages of dynastic history from First Kish to the 
accession of Sargon. In all three charts he avoids absolute dates 
and gives an idea of chronological scale by outlining 
“generations,”eight for each chart. Recognizing that many of the 
dynasties of the King List are contemporaneous rather than 
successive, he assembles four such contemporaneous regimes in 
Figure 8 and eight in Figure 9, displaying synchronisms for each 
“generation.” Because I assign just ninety years to the entire 
span from the start of First Kish to the rise of Sargon, each of 
Hallo’s three charts corresponds to one of my thirty-year 
generations. Carving out thirty years from the heart of each 
chart, I get good results by reducing each of Hallo’s 
“generations” to four years. 
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The implication is that the majority if not all of the reigns of 
the Pre-Akkadian period conformed to a term of four years. 
Noah’s family simply decided to divide their thirty-year eras into 
eighths for the purpose of dividing power. Because all three of 
Hallo’s Pre-Akkadian charts contains eight “generations,” the 
total of thirty-two years for each dynastic period means that each 
began one year before the respective Noahic epochs and ended 
one year after the beginning of the next, creating overlaps of two 
years at each epoch. If this reduction to four years can be 
challenged by “inscriptional evidence and date formulas” 
indicating reigns longer than four years, I point to 
Lugalannemundu who claimed the whole Pre-Akkadian age 
following the Babel incident. Any of the kings reigning over those 
ninety years could claim as much of the pie as he wished. In fact 
we have seen that Japheth, as Ra Harakhte, claimed that he 
began to reign continuously in Egypt from a point 120 years 
before the Flood, twenty years before he was born. 

The effect of the four-year module can be observed in the 
course of establishing a few more Genesis 10 identities from the 
reigns of the Pre-Akkadian age. Attention goes first to the Eanna 
or First Erech Dynasty of Meskiaggasher, Enmerkar, Lugalbanda 
and Gilgamesh. The dynasty displays one three-generation 
sequence: Gilgamesh is the father of Urnungal (Ur-lugal), father 
of Udulkalamma. As a son of Eber-Gilgamesh, Ur-lugal 
complements Eber’s son Joktan-Meskiaggasher, who opens the 
dynasty. We have seen Eber’s three sons Peleg, Joktan and Tiras 
grouped with their father in Asia Minor. Ur-lugal figures either as 
the imperial heir Peleg or the Japhethite vassal Tiras. Chronology 
is an acute consideration because Peleg spent the early part of 
the era as lord of distant Aratta. We have established that Peleg 
was back in Sumer as Lugalannemundu of Adab in the next era; 
but nothing has been said about his reigning with his father in 
the remainder of the Eanna (Dynasty II) period. 

After locating Utu, Meskiaggasher and Enmerkar in the first 
three “generations” of Figure 8, Hallo places Gilgamesh and Ur- 
lugal in the fourth and fifth. Here the logic of the four-year 
module goes into full effect. I suggest that the “god” Utu (in this 
case Japheth-Re-Harakhte) began his reign in 2309, one year 
before the start of the eighth Noahic era. Converting the next 
four “generations” into four-year periods, I conclude that 
Meskiaggasher began his reign in 2305; Enmerkar, his in 2201; 
Gilgamesh, his in 2297; and Ur-Lugal, his in 2293. According to 
the Egyptian concept of the beginning of Japheth’s reign 120 
before the Flood and the outbreak of the war in his 336th year, 
the war began in the 216th years or 2302. The Sumerians date 
the war in the reign of Enmerkar, beginning by our reckoning a 
year later. The reason for assigning the war to his reign is that 
both his predecessor and successor— Meskiaggasher-Meshech 
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and Gilgamesh-Tubal— were vassals of Japheth and, therefore, 
joined the “Erechite heroes” who began the war from the 
Erechite side in 2302, leaving Enmerkar to reign at Uruk the 
following year and eventually to lead the main Erechite force into 
battle. 


Table 6.4 shows twenty-four “generations” of reigns 
according to the module of four years for each of the 
“generations” in Hallo’s charts of Dynastic Periods I, II and 
ITI: 


Table 6.4 Chronology of Pre-Akkadian Sumer [cp. 
Book 193-195] 


Dynastic Period Ruler(s) Years 
Biblical Identities 

First Kish (I) Etana 2339-2335 Noah 

(1) 

First Kish (2) Balih 2335-2331 Shem 

First Kish (3) Mashkakatu/ 2331-2327 Mash/Gether 
Gaur Magog 
Kalibum Sidon 
Enmenunna 

First Kish (4) Kullassina 2327-2323 Peleg 
Ib’el Togarmah 
Qalumum Elishah 
Melam-Kish Shelah 
Barsalnunna 

First Kish (5) Nangishlish 2323-2319 Kitt- 
ma Rodan- 
Zuqaqip Eber (Tubal) 
Samug 

First Kish (6) En-dara- 2319-2315 Arphaxad I 
Anna Japheth 
Atab Joktan 
Tizkar (Meshech) 

First Kish (7) Bahina 2315-2311 Tarshish 
(Babum) Madai 
Mashda Canaan 
(Ataba) 
Ilku 

First Kish (8) Pu-Annum 2311-2307 Phut (Put) 
Arwium Sabtah 
Iltasadum Sabtecah 

(Peleg) 

Eanna-Uruk Utu 2309-2305 Japheth 

(iI) (1) 

Eanna-Uruk Meskiaggash 2305-2301 Meshech 

(2) er (Joktan) 


205 


Eanna-Uruk Enmerkar 2301-2297 Abimael 
(3) Lugalbanda Shelah 
Nigi of Peleg (?) 
Aratta 
Eanna-Uruk Enmebarage 2297-2293 Ham 
(4) si Japheth 
Mesilim 
Dumuzi Tubal (Eber) 
fisherman Arphaxad I 
Gilgamesh 
Mesannepad 
da 
Eanna-Uruk Aka 2293-2289 Mizraim 
(5) Ur-lugal Peleg 
A-anne- Obal 
padda 
Eanna-Uruk Susuda 2289-2285 Zud- 
(6) Enna-il 
Utul- Reu-Nimrod 
Kalamma Almodad 
Meskiagnun 
na 
Eanna-Uruk Dadasig 2285-2281 Shem 
(7) Labahshum 
Elulu 
Enhegal of 
Lagash 
Eanna-Uruk Magalgalla 2281-2277 Canaan 
(8) Uhub 
En-nundara- Arphaxad I 
Anna 
Balulu Japheth 
Hatanish of 
Hamazi 
Dynasty III Kalbum of 2279-2275 Sidon 
(1) Kish 
Ikun-Shamash 
of Canaan 
Mari Ashkenaz 
(Gunidu) of Peleg 
Lagash 
Mesgande of 
Uruk 
Peli of Awan 
Dynasty III Tuge of Kish 2275-2271 Togarmah 
(2) Lugalannemu Peleg 
ndu of 
Adab 
Iblul-Il of Heth 
Mari 


Ur-Nanshe of 
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Lagash 
Melam-Anna 
Enlil-gi 
Tata of Awan 


Shem 


Dynasty III 
(3) 


Mennumna of 
KishIlsu of 
Mari 
Akurgal of 
Lagash 

S.of Ur- 
Hanshe 
Lugal-Kitun 
Ush of Umma 
Unzi of 
Akshak 
Ukkutahesh 
of 

Awan 


2271-2267 


Mizraim 

Ham 

Girgash son of 
Heth 

Kitt- 


Uz 
Cush 


Dynasty III 
(4) 


Dynasty III 
(5) 


Lugalmu of 
Kish 
Eanatum of 
Lagash 
Enakalle of 
Umma 
Undalulu of 
Akshak 
Hishur of 
Awan 
Inbi-Ishtar of 
Mari 
Lugal-dalu of 
Adab 
Entemena 
(Enmetena) of 
Lagash 
Enshakushan 
na 
Ur-Lumma of 
Umma 

Urur of 
Akshak 


2267-2263 


2263-2259 


son of Akurgal 


Gether 


Dynasty III 
(5) 


Shushuntaran 
a of 
Awan 


Zud- 


Dynasty III 
(6) 


Ku-Bau of 
Kish 
Ennanatum II 
of 

Lagash 
Lugal- 
Kingineshdud 


2259-2255 


Uma 


Sabtah 
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u 
Gisha-kidu of 
Umma 
Ishu-il of 
Akshak 
Napilhush of 
Awan 


Dynasty III Puzur-Sin of 2255-2251 Shem 
(7) Kish 
En-entarzi of 
Lagash Tarshish 
Lugal-Tarsi Noah 
Ukush of Riphath-Seba 
Umma 
Kikku-siwe- 
tempti 
of Awan 


Dynasty III Ur-Zababa of 2251-2247 Gether 
(8) Kish 
Lugalanda of 

Lagash Coeus son of 
Urukagina of Ham 
Kish Or NIMROD 
Gomer 
Lugalure Ashkenaz 
Argandea Shem 
Lugalzagesi 
of 

of Umma Japheth 
Shu-Sin of 
Akshak 
Luh-ishan of 
Awan 


The biblical identities will be discussed in later chapters, 
especially in connection with the somewhat redundant 
Table 11.5. 


The Antediluvian Dynasties 

The Sumerian King List opens with a series of five 
antediluvian dynasties with as few as one member and 
preposterously long reigns such as 36,000 years for Dumuzi the 
Shepherd. In the past I have interpreted these dynasties as a 
postdiluvian phenomenon for two reasons. First, the list of five 
ends just before the beginning of the First Kish Dynasty, which 
dates from a point 180 years after the Flood. If the five dynasties 
are truly antediluvian, I reasoned, the first 180 postdiluvian years 
are left blank. I should have recognized that the Sumerians had 
reason to leave those years blank in a scheme representing local 
kingship. Postdiluvian cities were not even begun until the 150th 
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year. A thematic justification that the Sumerian Flood occurred 
180 years after the actual Flood is that it was not until the 180th 
year that Noah’s family generated a high enough population to 
act as subjects of kingship as antediluvians had in the period of 
the five dynasties. Second, the antediluvian ruler at Badtibira, 
Dumuzi the Shepherd, interacts with the postdiluvian Inanna as 
her lover in a Sumerian text The Courtship of Inanna and 
Dumuzi. Again I should have reflected that the four antediluvian 
males constantly interacted with postdiluvians. It is quite clear 
now that the five dynasties actually transpired in the late 
antediluvian period. They shed light on how Noah responded to 
his knowledge 120 years before the Flood that it would occur at 
the close of that term. 

Because Noah was the innovator before the Flood, his family 
must have introduced the principle of human government among 
the antediluvian people of Sumer. That is why the King List opens 
with the assertion that kingship descended then as well as after 
the renewal of kingship at First Kish. Noah’s family is distributed 
over the last four antediluvian dynasties and includes Noah’s 
father Lamech. The rulers at Eridu, Alulim and Alalgar, must 
have been allies of Noah or they would not have participated in 
his political innovation. They and the other three antediluvian 
rulers distinct from the four survivors either perished in the 
Flood or died of other causes before it began. Logic suggests that 
the four were fathers of the four surviving females gathered by 
Noah from racially and linguistically distinct parts of the 
antediluvian world. The fact that just eight rulers appear in the 
five antediluvian cities implies that the linguistic ogdoad 
operative in the postdiluvian period was established in 
Mesopotamia before the Flood. The last ruler, at Shuruppak, 
Ubartutu of the King List, is identified in the Epic of 
Gilgamesh as Noah’s father. Taken at face value Ubartutu is 
Noah’s father Lamech. According to Genesis 5:30, Lamech died 
595 years after Noah’s birth, five years before the Flood, within 
the period allotted to him as Ubartutu. 

Significantly the other four fathers who failed to survive the 
Flood appear only in the first two dynasties at Eridu and 
Badtibira. As distinct from Noah’s sons, the four account for the 
“matriarchal” stocks of the postdiluvian world overthrown at 
Aratta: Sino-Tibetans, Austronesians, Amerindians and 
patriarchal Ural-Altaics substituting for the matriarchal 
Sumerians. As Ziusudra (Semitic Utnapishtim), Noah acts to 
preserve Lamech-Ubartutu’s Ural-Altaic language. After Alulim 
and Alalgar reign together at Eridu, Enmenluanna and 
Enmengalanna precede Dumuzi the Shepherd at Badtibira. The 
best guide to their linguistic identities is the geographic order in 
which Noah toured the world from his Ural-Altaic, Sethite 
homeland to gather these four men and their daughters. The 
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process logically began with China, nearest to Noah’s homeland. 
Thus Alulim is Durga (Sheba-I)’s father and source of the 
Sino-Tibetan stock. He has the distinction of being the first urban 
ruler in the history of mankind at Eridu. Noah then traveled 
westward into the region of Kurgan where he encountered Uma 
and her father Alalgar. 

Assuming that this male spoke Sumerian, Indo-European had to 
be learned in Kurgan from people who supplied no one directly to 
Noah’s family. Uma learned it and transmitted it to her son Shem 
while the two were in Kurgan. Because Shem was the second of 
Noah’s three sons and born 98 years before the Flood, Noah was 
probably still in the north at that time, twenty-two years after the 
project began in the East. 

Knowing the importance of the antediluvian lands of Cush 
and Havilah, Noah next traveled south to Havilah in Arabia 
where he encountered Mahadevi and begat Ham. Mahadevi’s 
father was Enmengalanna appearing at head of the Badtibira 
group together with Kali’s father Enmenluanna and Ham 
under the name Dumuzi the Shepherd. Proceeding next into 
Africa, Noah encountered and recruited Kali and her father in 
antediluvian Cush. The family then migrated to the Nile where 
Japheth-Re Harakhte learned antediluvian Hamitic. In the north 
four languages appeared in regional pairs. The same was true of 
Hamitic and Enmenluanna’s Austronesian in Cush: a language 
descending from the black progenitor of the human race Adam. 
Semitic was paired with the language of antediluvian Sumer, 
Amerindian, where it was adopted by Mahadevi together with her 
native Semitic of Arabian Havilah. 

Noah’s predilection for thirty year eras suggests that he 
finally reached Mesopotamia halfway through the period of 120 
years, sixty years before the Flood. The chronologies of the five 
antediluvian dynasties are to be worked out over those sixty 
years. The five were allotted twelve years each. Counting the 
120th year before the Flood as zero, Durga (Sheba-I)’s father 
Alulim and Uma’s father Alalgar shared the period from 60 to 72. 
Next Mahadevi’s father Enmengalanna,' Kali’s father 
Enmenluanna and young Ham as Dumuzi the Shepherd shared 
the period from 72 to 84 at Badtibira. Over the final twelve years 
Lamech, Shem and Japheth reigned separately at three different 
Sumerian cities. Japheth came first as Ensipazianna of Larak over 
the years 84 to 96. After the Flood he transmitted a version of the 
name Ensipazianna to his [vassal?] son Riphath-Seba as the 
Thracian god Sabazius. Shem reigned from 96 to 108 as 
Enmeduranna at Sippar. The northern location of that city in 
Akkad made it the antediluvian counterpart to postdiluvian Kish 
as the city of his claim land of Akkad. Lamech-Ubartutu began his 
reign at Shuruppak twelve years before the Flood and died “in 
office” seven years later. The Ark was built in Mesopotamia 
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where Noah concluded the antediluvian age from 108 to 120 at 
Shuruppak, the city where The Epic of Gilgamesh places him as 
Ark-builder Ziusudra-Utnapishtim son of Ubartutu. 355 years 
after the death of his father, Noah died, probably at Uruk where 
he had just finished his reign as Kudda the previous year. If we 
prefer a touch of romance, he may have returned that year to die 
in Shuruppak where his diluvian enterprise had climaxed with 
the Flood. 


Chapter Seven 
Identities of the Noahic Elite 


Each patriarch or matriarch commands only one primary 
entry. Either by primary entries or cross-referencing, every name 
in Genesis 10 and three from Genesis 11 are listed in the order of 
occurrence in the Bible. Three columns present the biblical name 
of the primary entrant, various identities and the political or 
cultural context in which the name occurs. Names in boldface in 
the central column are ones used most often in this study when 
they do not correspond to the all-capital name to the left. Biblical 
citations are placed in parentheses. 


NOAH (10:1) 

Aeétes king of Colchis in Hellenic Argonautica 
Alalu Hurrian father of Kumarbi (Shem) 
Anu Subarian heaven god 

Apsu primordial sea personified in Akkadian 
Marduk Epic 

Baiame Australian god, father of Daramulun 
Bai-Ulgan variant of Kudai Bai Ulgén 


Dagan (Siton) 
Dedan (10:7) 


Ugaritic and Philistine fish god 
Hebrew vassal of Cush 


Didanu Amorite king 

Etana Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

Geb Egyptian earth god of the Ennead 
Glooskap Algonquian hero god 

Inachus Hellenic first man 

Indra Indian storm god 

Ikshvaku Indo-Arayan first ruler 
Itzamna Mayan god, father of four Bacabs 


Kudai Bai Ulgon 
Kudda 
Lehab- (10:13) 


Altaic father god god 
Sumerian ruler of Fourth Erech 
Hebrew vassal of Mizraim 


Menulis Baltic god 

Neptunus Roman sea god 

Nun Egyptian husband of Naunet in the Ogdoad 
Sarlagab Gutian ruler 

Ukko innish sky god 

Ukush Sumerian ruler at Umma in Dynasty III 
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Period 


Ziusudra (Uta-napishtim) Ark builder at Sumerian Shuruppak 


SHEM (10:1) 
Adad (Dada) 
Aliyan Bal 
Amun 

Anzu (Zu) 
Balih 

Brahma 
Dadasig 
Dardanus 
Darya 

Dyaus 
Enmeduranna 
Hangwehdiyu 
Harharu 
Herakles 
Ishkur 

Jebus- (10:16) 


Kumarbi (Shem) 


Lugalzagesi 


Melchizedek (14:18) 


Mummu 
Ometeotl 

Phra Ram 
Puzur-ili 
Puzur-Sin 
Puzur-Sin 
Raamah (10:7) 
Rama Chandra 
s. of Eber) 
Ramman 

Sem (Argl) 
Seth 

Tar 

Taru 

Tata 

Teutates 

Thor (Sig) 

Tos Khan 
Zeus 


HAM (10:1) 


Syrian storm god 
Ugaritic storm god 


Egyptian husband of Amaunet in the Ogdoad 


Akkadian “thief of the Enlilship” 
Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Indian creator god of the Trimurti 
Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Hellenic-Phrygian progenitor 


Andamese ruler of southwestern half of mankind 


Aryan sky god, equivalent to Zeus 
antediluvian ruler at Sippar 
Iroquois benevolent creator-wind god 
Amorite king 
Hellenic demigod, “Strength of Ham” 
Sumerian storm god 
Hebrew vassal of Canaan 
Hurrian god, father of five (10:22) 
Sumerian ruler of Third Erech 
Hebrew king of Salem 
vizier of Apsu in Marduk Epic 
Aztec creator god 
Thai brother of Phra Lak 
Sumerian ruler of Fourth Erech 
Sumerian ruler of Fourth Kish 
Gutian ruler 
Hebrew vassal of Cush 


Indian hero of the Ramayana (? could be Joktan, 


Assyrian version of Ishkur 

Balto-Slavic god 

Egyptian son of Geb in the Ennead 
Prussian version of Teutonic Thor 
Hittite storm god, “father” of Telipinu 
Elamite ruler at Awan 
Gallic god of human sacrifice 
Teutonic storm god 

Altaic son of Kudai Bai Ulgon 
Hellenic Olympian storm and sky god 


Ao-Ping (Huandi - Yel, Central Peak) Chinese chief Ocean Dragon 


King 
Anshar 
Bera (14:2) 
Cauca 
Itzamna 


Dumuzi the Shepherd 
Enmebaraggesi 


father of Anu in Akkadian Marduk Epic 
Hebrew king of Amorite Sodom 
Mayan Bacab of the yellow south, son of 


antediluvian ruler at Badtibira 
Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
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Girgash- (10:16) Hebrew vassal of Canaan 

Gurmu inscriptional name of grandfather of Sumerian ruler Ur 
Nanshe at Lagash 

Hablum Gutian ruler 

Hangwehdaetgah Iroquois wind god, evil brother of 
Hangwehdiyu 

Hanu Amorite king 

Havilah Hebrew vassal of Cush 

Heh Egyptian husband of Hauhet in the Ogdoad (Hah, 


nome god of Metelis) 
Hellen* Hellenic son of lapetus [‘*CHANGED to Reu-NIMROD in 
Mesop. Timeline Vol-4.] 


Hermes Hellenic Olympic god 

Hybla Sicilian bee god 

Ilshu Semitic ruler of Mari in Sumerian Dynasty III 
period 

Jemshid Persian god : 

Kirghiz Khan Altaic son of Kudai Bai Ulgon 

Kama Indian love god 

Mixcoatl Aztec god 

Raki (Rangi) Maori sky god 

Shu Egyptian air god of the Ennead 

Tamusi Carib god 

Tammuz Semitic version of Dumuzi the Shepherd 
Uranus Hellenic heaven Titan 

Ur-Nammu Sumerian ruler of Third Ur 

Veles Baltic god of the Dumuziship 

Zehuti (Thoth) Egyptian god of the moon 

JAPHETH (10:1) 

Atab Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

Atum Re sun god of Upper (South)) Egypt, 


head of First Ennead, 
god of the nome of Pithom 


Ensipazianna antediluvian ruler at Larak 

Fornjot Teutonic giant, father of Hler, Logi and Kari 
Hatanish ruler of Elamite Hamazi in Sumerian 
Dynasty III period 

Iarlagab Gutian ruler 

Inti Incan sun god 

Kedorlaomer (14:1) Elamite king (See war of Abraham) 
Kek Egyptian husband of Kauket the Ogdoad 
Lacedaemon Hellenic eponym of Lacedaemonians 
Lahmu Akkadian “father” of Anshar and Kishar 
Lugh Gallic god 

Luh-ishan Elamite ruler of Awan 

Malsumis variant of Maslum 

Masluh- (10:14) Hebrew vassal of Mizraim 

Maslum (Malsumis) Algonquin “brother” of Glooskap 
Mesilim Sumerian early ruler of Kish 

Phra Lak Thai brother of Phra Ram (Rama) 
Prajapati Indian “father of creatures” 
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Re-Harakhte Egyptian “Horus of the Two Horizons,” 
god of the nome of Edfu 


Sheba II (10:7) Hebrew vassal of Cush 

Snefru (Snofru) Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty IV 
Suilap Altaic son of Kudai Bai Ulgon 
Sumuabu “Shem is my father,” variant of Zuabu 
Svarog Slavic smith god 

Tonatiuh Aztec sun god 

Zuabu (Sumuabu) Amorite king 


JAPHETHITE SECTION 


GOMER (10:2) 


Dazhbog Slavic sun god, son of Svarog 
Gumalum ruler at Syrian Ebla 

Himavan Indian god of the Himalayas 
Himerus Hellenic son of Lacedaemon 
Hler Teutonic sea god 

Khufu (Cheops) Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty IV 
Kon Incan son of Inti 

Lagomar Elamite god 

Llyr British sea god 

Lugalure Sumerian ruler of Second Erech 
Mont Egyptian war god of the nome of 
Hermonthis 


MAGOG (10:2) [Wind god] 


Anubis Egyptian jackal god of the nome of 
Cynopolis (“Dog City”) 

Ayar Manco Incan god 

Hurricano Amerindian wind god 

Kalibum (“Dog”) Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

Kari Amazonian culture hero 

Kari Teutonic wind god 

Kurum Gutian ruler 

Mango-Capac Incan hero god, son of Inti 
Menkaure Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty IV 
Rudra Iranian wind god 

Svantovit Slavic fertility god, son of Svarog 


MADAI (10:2) 


Agni Indian fire god 

Ahura Mazda Iranian god of goodness and light, winning 
duelist at Aratta 

Chipiapoos Algonquian god of the dead 

Logi Teutonic fire god 

Mashda Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

Pachacamac Incan son of Inti 

Svarogich Slavic fire god, son of Svarog 


JAVAN (10:2) 


214 


Bran 
Ibranum 
Redjedef 


TUBAL EBER (10:2) 
Agilim 

Athamas 

Helle 

Atys 

Bor 

Bull of the Desert 
Dumuzi the Wild Bull 
Eber (10:24) 

Ebore 

Ebrium 

Elam (10:22) 
Elulumesh 

Fa 

Faunus 

Gilgamesh 
Hotepsekhemwy 
Mbori 

Nabu (Nebo) 
Nuabu 

Poch 

Samug (Mezsamug) 
Sekhemkhet 
Shemeber (14:2) 
Tamas 

Volkh 

Yamm 


MESHECH / JOKTAN 
Aram (10:22) 
Aranzah 

Bes 

Besh 

Car 

Emisee (Esaugetah) 
Emsu 

Esu 

Esus 

Joktan (10:25) 
Khaba 

Khitan 

Kubera (“Ugly Body”) 
Mael the Tall 
Melicertes 

Melgart 
Meskiaggasher 
Mihula 

Odin 


Kingship AT Its Source 
Welsh son of Llyr 
Gutian ruler 
Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty IV 


Hurrian “son” of Kumarbi (Shem) 


Hellenic father of Phrixus, Melicertes and 


Hellenic version of Phrygian god 
Teutonic father of god Odin 
Egyptian god of Xois 
Sumerian god 
Hebrew son of Shelah 
god of the Yoruba (Nigeria) 
ruler of Syrian Ebla 
Hebrew vassal of Shem 
Gutian ruler 
Yoruba god of fate 
Latin progenitor, son of Picus 
Sumerian ruler of Eanna dynasty 
Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty II 
chief god of the Sudanic Azande 
Babylonian god of prophecy 
Amorite king 
Welsh father of Fercos 
Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty II 
Hebrew king of Zeboiim 
Indian god of gloom 
Russian hero of the Bogatyri 
Ugaritic son of Tr II 


Hebrew vassal of Shem 
Hurrian “son” of Kumarbi (Shem) 
Egyptian god 

Libyan ruler 

Hellenic eponym of the Carians 
Muskhogean creator god 
Amorite king 

Yoruba god 

Gallic god 

Hebrew son of Eber 


Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty III 


Arabian version of Joktan 
Indian god of wealth in the north 
Welsh hero 

Hellenic son of Athamas 

Canaanite god 


Sumerian ruler of First Erech (Eanna) 


Russian hero of the Bogatyri 
Teutonic king of the gods 
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Re-Neb 
Dynasty II 
Tawiskara 
to Ioskeha 
Tin 

Tizkar 


TIRAS (10:2) 
Nyneter 
Tirigan 
Tyrsenus 
Phrygia 


ASHKENAZ (10:3) 
Abazu 


“Re is My Father,” Egyptian Pharaoh of 
Iroquoian twin brother and antagonist 
Etruscan god 


Sumerian ruler of First Kish 


Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty II 
Gutian ruler 
Hellenic eponym of the Tyrsenoi of 


Amorite king 


Argandea Sumerian ruler of Second Uruk 

Ix Mayan Bacab of the black west, son of 
Itzamna 

Jason Hellenic hero of the Argonautica 
Kanati Cherokee hunter god 

Kwikumat Yuman creator god from the sea 

Quetzalcoatl Aztec god of priests 

Markandeya Indian ruler 

Mes-gande Sumerian ruler at Erech in Sumerian Dynasty III 
period 

Pelasgus Hellenic son of first man Inachus 
Skan Siouan creator god 

Vishnu Indian sustainer god of the Trimurti 
Wabasso Algonquin god 

Wakanda variant of Wakan-Tanka 

Wakan-Tanka Dakotan god 

Wash Libyan enemy of Narmer (Nahor) 
Yarilo Slavic god 


Yarlaganda (Yarlagan) 
Yasil Kan 


RIPHATH (10:3) 
Absyrtos 

Argonautica 

Adamu 

Adapa 

Adonis 

Amor- (10:16) 

Asir (Osiris-Asir, Usire) 
wine, death, resurrection 
Chakekenapok 
Daramulun 

Dionysus (Sabazius) 
Dumuzi-abzu 

Fufluns 

Ibate 

Kara Khan 


Gutian ruler 
Altaic son of Bai-Ulgan 


son of Aeétes king of Colchis in Hellenic 


Amorite king 
Sumerian sinner of the Myth of Adapa 
Hellenic lover of Aphrodite 
Hebrew vassal of Canaan 
Egyptian s. of Geb in the Ennead, god of 


Algonquin god 
Australian son of Baiame 
Hellenic Olympian god of wine 
Sumerian god of the abyss, male version 
Etruscan god of wine 
Gutian ruler 
Altaic “Black Prince,” son of Kudai Bai 
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Ulgon 

= Karshit 
Khasekhem 
Khenti-Amentiu 
Abydos 
Kikku-siwe-tempti 
period 
Mictlantecuhtli 


Mulac 

Olifat 

Pathrus- (10:14) 
Sabazius (Dionysus) 
Sabitum 

Kish 

Seba (10:7) 

Shiva 

Shiva Pashupati 
Tamula 


TOGARMAH (10:3) 
Anhur 

god of Sebennytos 
Bacchus 

Birsha (14:2) 

Bur¢ga Kan 

Har (Horus the Elder) 
Inimbakesh 

Kan 

Itzamna 

Pyrshak Khan 
Qalumum 

Sahlamu (Kitlamu) 
Sokar 
Tuge 

[unnamed] 
Xiuhtecuhtli 

of fire and hearth 


ELISHAH (10:4) 
Agenor 

Aliche 

Alkhla (Arakho) 
Hela 

Melam-Kish 


KITT- (10:4) 
Cadmus 
Khetm 
Lugal-kitun 
Nangishlishma 


Kingship AT Its Source 


Altaic son of Bai-Ulgan 
Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty II 
Egyptian version of Asir at Thinis- 


ruler of Awan in Sumerian Dynasty III 


Aztec god of the underworld 


Mayan “Bacab” god 

Micronesian culture hero 

Hebrew vassal of Mizraim 
Thracian god of wine 

Sumerian father of Arwium of First 


Hebrew vassal of Cush 

Indian destroyer god of the Trimurti 
Dravidian god in India 

Carib god 


Egyptian version of Horus the Elder, nome 


Roman god of wine 
king of Gomorrah 
Altaic son of Bai-Ulgan 


Egyptian brother of Asir and Seth 
Gutian ruler 
Mayan Bacab of the red east, son of 


Altaic son of Kudai Bai Ulgon 


Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

Amorite king 

Egyptian god of the dead 

Sumerian ruler of Second Kish 
Cappadocian wine god 

Aztec “Turquoise Lord,” the “old god” 


Hellenic son of Poseidon 
Siberian dragon god 
variant of Aliche 
Teutonic son of Loki 
Sumerian ruler of First Kish 


Hellenic son of Agenor 
Egyptian pre-dynastic pharaoh 
Sumerian ruler at Uruk 
Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
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TARSHISH (10:4) 


Bahina (Babum) Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

Enkidu Sumerian servant of Gilgamesh 
Fenris Teutonic “son” of Loki 

Lugal-Tarsi Sumerian ruler of Ur or Uruk in Dynasty III 
period 

Phoenix Hellenic son of Agenor 

RODAN- 

Danaus Hellenic son of Belus son of Poseidon 
jJormagandr Teutonic “son” of Loki 

Ro Egyptian pre-dynastic pharaoh 
“Rosette Scorpion” Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty 0 
Zukakip (“Scorpion”) Sumerian ruler of First Kish 


Hamite Section 


CUSH (10:6) 

Ao-Shun (Baidi,Xuanlong, White, North) Chinese Ocean Dragon King 
of the North (Persian Gulf) 

Chernobog Slavic “black god” of evil 

Djer Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty I 

Enlil Sumerian air god 

Hunab-ku Mayan god, “father” of Itzamna 
Hyperion Hellenic sun Titan, son of Uranus 
Inkishush Gutian ruler 

Kane Hawaiian god 

Karakus Altaic “son” of Bai Ulgan 

Pan Hellenic shepherd god, son of 
Olympian Hermes 

Quirinus Roman father of Mars 

Tane-mehuta Polynesian “Father of Forests,” son of 
Raki 

Tapio Finnish forest god 

Tezcatlipoca Aztec god of political sovereignty 
Tupan Amazonian god, brother of Guaran, 
eponym of the Tupi 

Vidar Teutonic forest god 

Xuthus Hellenic father of Ion, eponym of the 
Ionians 

Yangi Amorite king 

[Constellation: 


ARIES (Greek) = 

CORNUS, Corniger, Laniger (Cicero, Ovid) 
Ku, I-ku, I-Ku-u (Akkadian 

Rubu, Prince (Assyrian) 

Gam, the Scimetar (Mesopotamian) 

Amun, Ammon, Hammon (Egyptian) 

Teli (hebrew; as in name NAPHtali) 

Anru, Emru (Syrian) 

Bara, Bere, Berre (Persian) 

Kuzi (Turkic) 
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Varak (Parsi) 
Aja, Mesha (Hindu) 
Mesham, Kriya (Tamil) 
Al Kabsh al Alif, the Tame Ram (Arabian) 
Al Hamal, Hammel, Alchamlo, Alhamel, Chilmead, the Sheep (Arabian) 
Heang Low, Kiang Leu (“White Sheep, white Tiger; Chinese) 


MIZRAIM (10:6) 


Achaeus Hellenic eponym of the Achaeans 

Aka Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Amenominakanushi Japanese first god 

Angle Danish eponym of the Angles, brother 
of Dan 


Ao-Jun (Heidi, Bailong, Blk, West) Chinese Ocean Dragon King of the 
West (Red Sea) 


Djet Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty I 
Mandaru Amorite king 

Mennumna Sumerian ruler of Dynasty III period 
Min Egyptian storm god 

Mynogan Welsh god 

Oceanus Hellenic Ocean Titan 

Tabaldak Algonquin creator of Glooskap and 
Maslum 

Tangaroa (Tangaloa) Polynesian god of islands, son of Raki 
PHUT (10:6) 

Aeolus Hellenic wind god, eponym of the 
Aeolians 


Ao-Chin (Chidi, Zhulong, Red, South) Chinese Ocean Dragon King of the 
South 


(Gulf of Aden) 

Dan eponym of the Danes, brother of Angle 
Den Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty I 
Enlil-gi Sumerian ruler at Umma in Dynasty 
III period 

Iae Amazonian god 

Iapetus Hellenic Titan, son of Uranus 

Imta Gutian ruler 

Nanabozho (Manabush) Algonquian rabbit god 

Pu-Annum Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

Stribog Slavic wind god 

Tawhiri-matea Polynesian god, son of Raki 

Un Egyptian rabbit god of Hermopolis 
Magna, son of Zehuti 

Xolotl Aztec god 

Yacatecuhtli Aztec god of commerce 


CANAAN(10:6) 
Aiomun-Kondi Arawak god 
An Sumerian heaven god 
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Anedjib Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty I 


Anu Akkadian heaven god in the Marduk 

Epic 

Anu Hurrian heaven god, antagonist of 

Alalu and Kumarbi (Shem) 

Ao-Kwang (Cangdi, Qinglong, Blue, East) Chinese Ocean 

Dragon King of the East (Arabian Sea) 

Byelobog Slavic “white god” of good 

Cronus Hellenic Titan son of Uranus; father of 
Olympians Poseidon, Hades, and Zeus 

Chakekenapok Algonquian god 

Dorus Hellenic eponym of the Dorians 

Farbauti (“Fierce Striker”) Teutonic father of Loki 

Guaran god of the Amazonian Guarani, “Warrior” 

(in Spanish), brother of Tupan 

Gunidu Sumerian father of Lagashite Ur- 

Nanshe 

Huitzilopochtli Aztec war god 

Iku Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

Ku Hawaiian war god 

Tan-Gun, Tangun, Dangun (*) Founder of Korean dynasty (through g.s. 

Akurgal) 

Tirawa Pawnee creator god 

Tudia founder of the Amorite dynasty 

Tue Teutonic war god 

Tu-matuenga Polynesian war god, son of Raki 


[EDITOR: (*) Founding of Korean Dynasty: Synopsis: 

The Divine Being, Whan-in (Hwan-in, Che-Sok, Sakrodeveendra))’s son, Whan- 
ung (“Hwan-ung” Hwanung also Sin-ung, Sinung), “the Spirit King” descends to 
earth with a colony of 3000 companions and founds the Korean State of 
Gojoseon in 2333 B.C., known as the Kingdom of Chosun upon Mt. Ta-bak 
(Myo-hyang San, in Province of P’yung-an, Korea, in the 50" year of Emperor 
Yao of China [Hulbert’s and Korean traditional Estimated Date = 2332 B.C.]. 
Whan-ung (Hwanung) proclaims himself King, under a sandalwood tree on 
Taebaek Mountain, (the pak-tal Tree), names the location Sin-si, and rules 
through 3 vice-gerents: “Wind General”, “Rain Governor”, and “Cloud teacher.” 
Finding it difficult to rule a human kingdom he seeks an incarnation (“son”) 
through marriage with Ungnyeo Hanja , a perfect she-bear “bear-woman.” Tan- 
gun, Tangun (also, Wang-gum and Dangun Wanggeom), “The Lord of the Pak- 
tal Tree” is born and rules over the “nine wild tribes” of the aboriginal Ku-i: 
Kyun, Pang, Whang, Fax, Chuk, Hyun, Pung, Yang, and U. Tan-gun makes 
P’yung-yang his capital with his Kingdom extending from present town of Mun- 
gyung (south) to Heuk-yong River (north), and from Japan Sea (east) to Yo-ha 
(“sung-gyung”) on the west. Tan-gun’s first sacrifice took place in 2265 at Hyul- 
gu, Isl. Of Kang-wha and builds an altar on Mari San. Tan-gun’s son was Pu- 
ru, Puru, founder of North Kingdom of Pu-yu (2187 B.C.). GENEALOGY: 
Whan-in (Che-Sok) Noah? 


Whan-ung (Hwanung) Ham? 
Tan-gun (Wang-gum) Canaan’s son 
Pu-ru. Heth ‘s son = Akurgal (Huangdi, “Koreans”) 


SOURCE: Samguk Yusa, Legends and History of the Three Kingdoms of Ancient 
Korea. By Tae-Hung Ha. 1972. Chapter Wonder-1, Old Chosun (Wanggom 
Chosom. P.32-34. 

Also, Ref. Hulbert’s History of Korea, . Volume-1. Pt-I, Ch. 1, pp.1-3. 
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See also the location of The Tomb of Tangun, one Kilometre northwest of the 
township of Kangdong in Pyongyang. Ref. Tangun Founder King of Korea. 
Foreign Languages Publishing House Pyongyang, Korea 1994 
https://www.bannedthought.net/Korea-DPRK/History/Tangun-Founder- 


KingOfKorea.pdf 


PORTRAIT: Fuxi, the mythical founder of Bronze-Age Sinitic civilization 
(and designer of the I Ching Trigrams), is a very important deity for Daoists. 
King Dangun is intended as a Korean counterpart of this Fuxi, and some 
Korean nationalists claim that Fuxi IS 
actually Dangun. http://san-shin.org/dan-gun-1.html 


SEBA (10:7) 
HAVILAH II 


SABTAH (10:7) 
Arwium 

Ganesha 

and Parvati 

Harsu 

Harsiesis 
Osiris-Asir and Isis 
Karsit 
Lugal-Kingineshdudu 
Dynasty III period 
Sopdu 

(South)) Egypt 


RAAMAH 


See entry on RIPHATH. 


See entry on HAM. (10:7) 


Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Indian elephant god, son of Shiva 


Amorite king 
Egyptian Horus the Younger, son of 


Altaic “son” of Bai Ulgan 
Sumerian ruler at Ur or Uruk in 


Egyptian god of Per-Sopd in Upper 


See entry on SHEM (10:7) 


SABTECAH / PELEG (10:7) 


Akki 

of Sargon 
Aurva 

Bhrigu 
Caradawg 
Cernunnus 
Fergus (Fercos) 
Frey (Fricco) 
Gulla-Nidaba-annapad 
Rules Them All” 
Gira 

Giraitis 
Hephaestus 
Hiv- (10:17) 
Iltasadum 
Ioskeha 

Irra 

Karaduku 

form of Puluga 
Kingu 

in Marduk Epic 


tutor of Sargon in Akkadian Legend 


Indian fire tutor of Sagara 
Indian priest of fire 
Welsh “son” of Bran 
Gallic horned god 
insular Celtic mythological king 
Teutonic god 
Sumerian ruler of First Kish, titled “He 
variant of Irra 
Lithuanian hunting god 
Hellenic Olympian smith god of fire 
Hebrew vassal of Canaan 
Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Iroquoian stag-antlered creator god 
Akkadian god of fire 
Andamese crocodile god, variant 


Akkadian ally of Tiamat, antagonist of Marduk 
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Kulassina-ib-‘el variant of Gulla-Nidaba-annapad 


Latinus Roman eponym of the Latini in the line of Saturnus, 
Picus and Faunus 

Lugalannemundu Sumerian ruler of Adab in the 
Dynasty III period 

Lud (10:22) Hebrew vassal of Shem 

Lydus Hellenic-Phrygian eponym of the 
Lydians, son of Atys 

Nergal Sumerian god of the underworld, commonly 
identified with Irra 

Peleg (10:25) Hebrew son of Eber 

Peli Elamite ruler of Awan in the 
Sumerian 

Dynasty III period 

Perkuna Prussian storm god 

Phrixus Hellenic son of Athamas, brother of 
Melicertes 

Pillan volcano god of the Auca 
Prometheus (*) Hellenic Titan, son of Iapetus 
Puluga Andamese god of the northeast wind, ruler of northeastern 
half of mankind 

Purugin Indian father of Sagara 

Puru Kan Altaic “son” of Bai Ulgan 

Resheph Canaanite god of destruction 

Shiva Pashupati Dravidian god in India, depicted in same 
posture as Cernunnus 

Sobek (Sobdek) Egyptian crocodile nome god of 
Crocodilopolis 

Ur-lugal Sumerian ruler of First Uruk 
(Eanna) 

Telipinu Hittite secondary storm god 
Tessub Hurrian storm god, “son” of Kumarbi 
(Shem) 

Vulcan Roman volcano-fire-smith god 

[(**) ADDED: “NASREN” Circassian, NART Sagas, Caucasus Mt’s. 


Nasren is defender of Narts v. thunder god Paqua, thief of Narts fire. 
He was rescued by Pataraz. Paqua tells Nasren: “ J shall bind you to the 
highest peak, and hold you prisoner until you die."] 


The relationship between Peleg-Caradawg and his feudal 
father Bran calls for comment. Bran is the Welsh version of 
Japheth’s son Javan; and Caradawg, a version of Peleg-Sabtecah 
with a name derived from the Andamese word for a crocodile 
Karaduku, identifying him with the Egyptian crocodile god 
Sobdek or Sobek. Because Peleg became one of the four 
horsemen of the Teutates panel and died in the Battle of 
Teutates, a logical conclusion is that the four horsemen were 
sworn as vassals by Javan to compensate him for the loss of his 
four vassals of 10:4, slain in the Battle of Metelis. 

Thus for a brief time at least, Javan became the feudal lord of 
Arphaxad I-Taranis, Eber, Peleg-Cernunnus and Joktan-Esus. 
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These feudal relationships followed from Eber and Joktan’s 
vassalage to Javan’s grandfather Japheth as Tubal and Meshech. 
Kurdistan is the result of their allied victory in the Battle of 
Teutates. 


SHEBA IT (10:7) See entry on JAPHETH. 


DEDAN See entry on NOAH. (10:7) 

NIMROD See entry on ASSHUR. (10:8) 

ZUD- (10:13) 

Eryx Hellenic son of Poseidon and 
Aphrodite 

Shushuntarana ruler of Awan in Dynasty III period 
Sosondowah Iroquoian hunting god 

Susanowo Japanese storm god, son of Izanagi 
Susuda Sumerian ruler of Kish in Dynasty 
II period 

ANAM- (10:13) 

Amaterasu Japanese sun goddess, daughter of 
Izanagi 

Ananda-Devi (Anata-Thewi) Austroasiatic goddess 

Ma’at Egyptian goddess of truth 
LEHAB- See entry on NOAH. (10:13) 

NAPHTUH-10:13) 

Anath Ugaritic goddess, sister wife of Bal and 
daughter of Dagan 

Bau Sumerian goddess 

Hamath- (10:18) Hebrew vassal of Canaan 

Hera Hellenic Olympian queen goddess, wife 
of Zeus 

Juno Roman version of Hera 

Nephthys Egyptian goddess of the Ennead,wife of 


Asir and daughter of Geb and Nut-Ninmar Sumerian goddess, daughter 
of Nanshe 

Saraswati Indian goddess 

PATHRUS- See entry on RIPHATH. (10:14) 

MASLUH- See entry on JAPHETH. (10:14) 


PHILIST- (10:14) 


Beli the Great Welsh son of Mynogan 
Bile variant of Beli 
Byleistr (“Squallraiser”) Norse brother of Loki and Helblindi 


Loki’s father Farbauti is Mizraim’s brother Canaan, not Mizraim 
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himself. In this case Norse mythology treats the sons of Ham as 
collective body of “giants” equivalent to the Hamite Titans of 
Hellenic tradition. 


CAPHTOR- (10:14) 


D6én Welsh daughter of Mynogan;sister of Beli the 
Great Selkhet, Egyptian scorpion 
goddess 

[unnamed] Cretan serpent goddess 


SIDON (10:15) 


Ea (Nudimmud) Akkadian sea god of wisdom 
Enki Sumerian sea god of wisdom 
Enmenunna Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Gudea Sumerian governor of Lagash 
Izanagi Japanese father of Susanowo 
and Amaterasu 

Ka-ap Egyptian pre-dynastic pharaoh at 
Thinis 

Kalbum Sumerian ruler of Kish in 
Dynasty III period 

Karibu (Ea) Akkadian 

Kasyapa Indian sage, father of Surya by 
Diti 

Kothar-wa-khasis Ugaritic god of wisdom 

Loki Teutonic trickster god 

Pah Pawnee moon god, husband of Shakuru, a Sun 
Goddess. 

Poseidon Hellenic Olympian sea god 
Ptah Egyptian god of wisdom, lord of 
Caphtor-Crete 

Sanakhte Egyptian founder of Dynasty III 
Sint-Holo Muskhogean god of languages and writing, invisible 
horned serpent 

Tasmisu Hittite god 


The identification of Ea, Enki, Kothar-wa-khasis and Ptah is 
traditional among scholars. Instead of referring these names to a 
single human being as I do, conventional scholars explain these 
wisdom gods as the result of cross-cultural religious influence. 
The sequence from Caphtor, last of the Mizraim clan, and Sidon, 
first of the Canaanite, is meaningful in itself. As Egyptian Ptah, 
Sidon claims imperium over Caphtor-Crete just as Sidon- 
Poseidon claims imperium over the Mediterranean from the port 
of Sidon westward. The Hellenes accurately sourced the all- 
important family of Poseidon and Libya— the Javanites— in 
Phoenicia. Waddell claims to source the Brythonic Celts of 
Mynogan, Beli and Don in Phoenicia. The identification of Sint- 
Holo is based solely on attribute. 


224 


Kingship AT Its Source 


HETH (10:15) 


; Er-Lang Chinese nephew of Jade 
Emperor 

Hades Hellenic Olympian god 
of the . 

underworld, brother of Poseidon 

Hedammu Hurrian sea monster, “son” 
of Kumarbi (Shem) 

Lang Thai war god 

Oman Amazonian god 

Ur-Nanshe Sumerian founder of 
Lagashite 

Dynasty in 


Dynasty III period 


Er-Lang’s relationship to Arphaxad I (Jade Emperor) is 
explained by identifying Heth’s father Canaan, Arphaxad’s 
brother-in-law, as his “brother.” In the Hurrian Song of 
Hedammu, Heth is pictured as a sea monster consistent with his 
fathering the “eleven monsters” of the Marduk Epic, given the 
hostile reputation of Lagash and Waddell’s view that Ur-Nanshe 
and his family became masters of the sea. One of the Altaic 
“sons” of Bai Ulgan, Er-Kanim, suggests a form Ur-Kanym, based 
on the Altaic name of Bai Ulgan’s wife Kanym— Mahadevi wife of 
Noah. Mahadevi was Heth’s mother by Canaan. 


JEBUS- See entry on SHEM. 
(10:16) 
AMOR- See entry on RIPHATH. 
(10:16) 
GIRGASH- See entry on HAM. 
(10:16) 
HIV- See entry on SABTECAH. 
(10:17) 
ARK- See entry on GETHER. 
(10:17) 
SIN- Amentet Egyptian goddess of the Libyan 
nome 
(10:1) Ceres Roman version of Demeter 
Demeter Hellenic Olympian goddess of grain 
Lakshmi Indian goddess 
ARVAD- Aphrodite Hellenic Olympian goddess of love, lover of 
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Adonis 


(10:18) 
Isa (Isis) Egyptian sister-wife of Asir in the Ennead, a 
magician 
Medea daughter of Colchian King Aeétes in the Argonautica, a magician 
Parvati Indian goddess, lover of Shiva 
Venus Roman version of Aphrodite 
ZEMAR- 
Ganga Indian goddess of the Ganges 
(10:18) Hestia Hellenic Olympian goddess of 
virginity 
Neith Egyptian goddess of virginity at Sais 
Tefnut Egyptian lioness goddess, sister wife 
of Shu 
Vesta Roman version of Hestia 
Zemyna Baltic earth goddess, daughter of 
Menulis 
HAMATH- See entry on NAPHTUH-. 
(10:18) 


Shemite Section 


ELAM See entry on TUBAL. 

(10:22) 
ASSHUR 
Ahriman Iranian god of evil, losing duelist in the 
Uruk-Aratta War 
Amun Re Egyptian sun god of Wazet (Thebes) in 
Lower (North) Egypt 
Ashur Assyrian god of war 
Huni Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty III 
Helius Hellenic “Sun,” son of Hyperion at 
Rhodes 
Hoenir Teutonic god 
Ion Hellenic son of Xuthus, eponym of 
Ionians 
Mars Roman god of war 
Nimrod (10:8) Hebrew son of Cush 
Ningirsu Sumerian god, version of Ninurta at 
Lagash 
Ninib Assyrian version of Ninurta 
Ninurta Sumerian war god 
Olorun sky god of the Yoruba 
Orion Hellenic Titan mighty hunter at Chios 
Reu (11:18) Hebrew “vassal son” of Peleg 
Sagara Indian king of the solar line of Ayodhya 
Sargon Akkadian ruler, founder of the Akkadian 
Dynasty 
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Utulkalamma Sumerian ruler of Eanna Dynasty 
Varuna Indian captor god 


The close parallel between Nimrod and Asshur in 10:10-11 
identifies both names with Sargon. As Asshur, Nimrod founded 
Nineveh at some time during his Akkadian 56 years. The 
reappearance of the name Sargon among Assyrian rulers makes 
the point as does the continuity of Akkadian and Assyrian 
traditions. An internet source identifies two Asyrian kings 
Ushpiya and Apiashal as reigning in the period of Akkadian 
dominance. In view of Ahriman’s equation with evil in the Aryan 
tradition, note Waddell’s view that the Indians took their word 
for a demon, ashura, from the cruel example of the Assyrians 
prior to the Indian exodus from Cappadocia to Gangetic India. 


ARPHAXAD ITI. 
Amraphel (14:1) 


Hebrew king of Shinar (Sumer) 


(10:22) 

Ares Hellenic Olympian god of war 
Asalluhe Sumerian version of Marduk 
Babilos (Bubilas) Balto-Slavic bee god 
Barsalnunna Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

[bee] of Hannahanna Hittite finder of Telipinus 
Belu Amorite king 
Belus Hellenic son of Poseidon 
Buri Teutonic grandfather of Odi 
Daksha II Indian grandson of Daksha I 
Diklah (10:27) Hebrew vassal of Joktan 
Djoser Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty 

III 


Horus Neterirykhet 


Horus name of Djoser 


Tlus Hellenic-Phrygian grandson 
of Dardanus, same as Tros 
Kazalu Hurrian “son” of Kumarbi 
(Shem) 
Lugalbanda Sumerian ruler of Eanna 
Dynasty, 


over Aratta 


hero of Erechite victory 


Lutpan II variant of Tr Il 
Marduk (Bel) Akkadian creator god, hero 
of victory over Tiamat 

and Kingu 

Neuserre Egyptian pharaoh of 
Dynasty V 

Nefertum Egyptian god of Memphis 

Picus “Woodpecker,” Roman son 
of Saturnus, father of Faunus 

Rugievit Fight-faced, eight-sword 
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Baltic god 


Shelah (10:24) 


Shulme 
Surya 
Tr Il 
Tros 
Tukla 
Utuhegal 
Dynasty 
LUD (10:22) 
ARAM (10:22) 
UZ (10:23) 


Thor 


Herakles 


at Akshak 
HUL (10:23) 
Athribis 


Khaldi 
Meskalamdug 


Hebrew heir of Arphaxad I 

Gutian ruler 

Indian sun god 

Ugaritic god, father of 
Yamm, Athtar and Mot 

Hellenic-Phrygian grandson 


of Dardanus, same as Ilus 


Prussian god of good fortune 


Sumerian founder of Fifth Uruk 


See entry on SABTECAH. 


See entry on MESHECH. 


Human 
Magni 


Martu 
Martu 
Scythes 


Umman 
Unzi 


Hullr 
Hyllus 
Kemur 


Elamite god 
Teutonic son of 


Sumerian god 
Canaanite god 
Hellenic son of 


Assyrian god 
Sumerian ruler 


Teutonic son of Thor 
Hellenic son of Herakles 
Egyptian “Black Bull” of 


chief god of the Urartians 
Sumerian inscriptional ruler of Ur 


Note how well the Egyptian name Kemur, “Black Bull,” fits the 
thick-necked, Negroid image of the Olmecs as sampled in San 
Lorenzo Head 6 displayed in Chapter Ten. 


GETHER 

of Herakles 
(10:23) 

of Zeus 

of Canaan 

legendary king 


of First Kish 


Agathyrsus Hellenic son 
Arcas Hellenic son 
Ark (10:17) Hebrew vassal 
Arcturus (“King Arthur”) Welsh 

Gaur Sumerian ruler 
Igeshaush Gutian ruler 


228 


Kingship AT Its Source 


Ur-Zababa Sumerian ruler 
of Fourth Kish 
MASH Madhe Teutonic son of 
Thor 
(10:23) Maskakatu Sumerian 
ruler of First Kish 
Math Syrian god 
Math Welsh son of 
Mathonwy 


The Semitic gods Martu, Umman and Math suggest that at 
least two of the four sons of Shem spent their lives as Semites. 
Chapter Twelve will explain that these four sons in addition to 
Arphaxad I fathered five divisions of the Semitic stock after 
learning the Semitic language in an attempt to make good on 
Noah’s transfer of the Semitic stock from Ham to Shem. The sons 
of Herakles and Thor indicate a strong presence in the Indo- 
European world as well. Chapter Twelve will also explain that the 
five sons of Shem led the colonization of Sarmatia by five 
branches of the Satem division of the Indo-European stock. In 
this case as in others, we are reminded of Shem’s dual rulership 
as creator of the Indo-European stock and heir of the Semitic by 
virtue of Noah’s curse-blessing. The northern distribution is 
oriented to the homeland of Shem’s Balto-Slavic division of the 
Indo-Europeans: Sarmatia as well as Scythia extending eastward 
and encompassing his ancestral Indo-European land of Kurgan 
north of the Caspian. 

The people of Uz-Scythes, the Scythians, extend over a wider 
range than the other nations but clearly hold the northeast 
corner of the scheme chiefly east of Sarmatia and north and east 
of the Caspian according to Ptolemy’s charts of Scythia. The 
Agathyrsians hold the northwest. They are shown in Ptolemy’s 
chart of Sarmatia north of the Borusci (Balto-Slavic Prussians) in 
the Baltic region. Ptolemy’s Massogetae (Mash) lie east of the 
Caspian in Turkestan, the southeastern corner. The queen of the 
Massagetes avenged the death of a son by capturing and slaying 
the biblical Cyrus the Mede. Hul-Hullr is represented by the 
Colchians, whom Herodotus reports as being Negroid. Hul was 
Shem’s son by black Kali. 

The Argonautic tradition makes much of Colchis as the 
destination of Jason’s voyage from Greece to win the Golden 
Fleece. Despite the fictional appearance of this tradition, it 
derives from early postdiluvian events not yet discussed. Because 
Tiamat waged the Uruk-Aratta war from Aratta on behalf of her 
diluvian husband Apsu-Noah, we can conclude that he was 
present in Aratta in flight from his enemy Sidon-Enki in Sumer. 
Eber-Gilgamesh visits Ziusudra-Noah at some time after the war, 
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probably in the remainder of the Eanna period. Ziusudra is 
termed the “Faraway” as though distant from Sumer. The 
Colchian royal family of the Argonautica consists of King Aeétes, 
a son Absyrtus and a daughter, the tragic Medea, Jason’s 
estranged wife in Euripides’ play. These three identify with four 
members of the Egyptian Ennead— Geb-Noah, Asir-Riphath-Shiva 
and_Isis-Arvad-Parvati. The implication is that Noah and these 
two children took refuge in Colchis among the tribe of Shem’s 
black son Hul at the time of the war. This action by part of Hul’s 
tribe may explain why an exilic branch of the family was singled 
out to spearhead the settlement of America in Mexico after 
crossing the Atlantic from West Africa as Olmecs. Ptolemy’s 
Chart XVIII locates Colchis along the northeastern coast of the 
Black Sea in the lowlands extending northward from the Rioni to 
the Koderi. This region lies about 300 to 400 miles northwest of 
the presumed locale of Aratta near Lake Urmia through 
extremely mountainous terrain known to Noah from the landing 
point of the Ark. The direction of flight is opposite to the return 
route from Aratta to Sumer. 


ARPHAXAD I See entry on HADORAM. 
(10:24) 


SHELAH (10:24) See entry on ARPHAXAD II. 

EBER (10:24) See entry on TUBAL. 

PELEG (10:25) See entry on SABTECAH. 

JOKTAN (10:25) See entry on MESHECH. 

ALMODAD Meskiagnunna Sumerian ruler 
(10:26) Orpheus Hellenic god of 


music, son of 
the Olympian 


Apollo 

Userkaf Egyptian pharaoh 
of Dynasty V 
SHELEPH Aesculapius Roman version of 
Asclepius 

(10:26) Asklepius Hellenic god of 
medicine, 
son of 

Apollo 

Sahure Egyptian pharaoh 
of Dynasty V 
HAZARMAVETH Mot Ugaritic god, son of 
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Tr fl 
(10:26) Neferirkare Kakai Egyptian pharaoh of 

Dynasty V 
Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] Athtar Ugaritic god, son of 
Trl 

(10:26) Assaracus Phrygian son of Tros-Ilus 

Shepseskare Isi Egyptian pharaoh of 

Dynasty V 


In the absence of any cognate relationships, the kings of 
Egyptian Dynasty V have been identified in Table 6.3 by an 
extrapolation of the eight Joktanite males against the first eight 
of nine rulers in the dynasty. One way to put this approach to the 
test is to check patriarchs of non-Caucasoid race against 
Egyptian portraits. This method is applied in Chapter 10 to 
Pharaoh Khufu of Dynasty IV to determine whether he is as Asian 
looking as we would expect of Japheth’s yellow son. Here it is 
applied to Pharaoh Neferefre of Dynasty V for the racial 
appearance of Hadoram-Arphaxad I in the smooth-shaven, 
Egyptian mode: 
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Pharaoh Neferefre 
Copyright Free- Copied from 
http://www.egyptarchive.co.uk/htm1/cairo_museum_19.html 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Neferefre jpg 


The broad skull is comparable to the bearded face of Taranis 
shown twice in the Gundestrup Caldron. The figure’s 
youthfulness can be dismissed as an Egyptian idealization but is 
also characteristic of the genetic uniqueness of the earliest 
Noahic elite. Also the internet source states confidently that 
Neferefre was a son of the ruler Neferirkare, in contradiction of 
our view that Nefirirkare was Hazarmaveth-Mot son of Tr Il- 
Shelah and therefore Hadoram-Arphaxad I’s grandson. These 
relationships must always be questioned, however, in view of the 
feudalism governing the Noahic elite. Arphaxad appears in 
Genesis 10 as Hadoram, a “son” of Joktan, his own descendant of 
his fourth generation. No image is available for Neferirkare- 
Hazarmaveth; but there are good portraits for the opening two 
rulers of the dynasty Userkaf and Sahure, equivalent to Almodad 
and Sheleph, two sons of Hadoram’s son Obal, who appears later 
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in the dynasty as Djedkare Isesi. 

As sons of Obal (by two different mothers in Hellenic 
tradition), Userkaf and Sahure are grandsons of Hadoram- 
Neferefre just shown. As in the case of the successors of Khufu in 
Dynasty IV, they are less brachycephalic and more consistently 
Caucasoid than the grandfather Neferefre; but the difference is 
not as marked. If the rather shaky identification of Neferefre with 
Arphaxad I holds up, we must assume that he favored his white 
grandmother Uma more than did Gomer-Khufu with implications 
for the Roman race in contrast to the Welsh descendants of 
Gomer: 


Pharoah Userkaf Pharaoh Sahure 


Creative Commons CCO 1.0 Universal Public Domain Dedication 
Userkaf Copied from 
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:By_ovedc_- 
_Egyptian Museum (Cairo) - 046 (cropped).jpg 
Sahure Copied from King Sahure and a Nome God MET DP-1691- 


04.jpg 
HADORAM Adranus Sicilian god 
(10:27) Arphaxad I (10:24) Hebrew 
son of Shem 
Daksha Indian moon 
god, father of Diti 
and father-in-law of 

Kasyapa 

En-dara-Anna Sumerian ruler of 
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First Kish 


Erichthonius Hellenic-Phrygian 
son 
of Dardanus, father of 
Tros-Ilus 
Jade Emperor Chinese supreme 
god 
Khnum Egyptian god of the wheel 
at Mendes 
Mesannepadda Sumerian ruler of 
First Ur 
Nanna Sumerian god of the 
moon at Ur 
Neferefre Egyptian pharaoh of 
Dynasty V 
Saturnus Roman god, 


father of the line 
of Picus, Faunus and 


Latinus 
Suen (Sin) Akkadian god of the 
moon 
Taranis Gallic god of the wheel 
Ur Bau Sumerian 
governor of Lagash 
Ur-Utu Sumerian ruler of 
Fourth Erech 
Yerikh Canaanite god of the 


moon 


The wheel symbol is the same in principle as the moon. In 
both cases the meaning lies in historical revolutions among 
mortals, especially the revolution of the generations: birth, 
development and death. Students of poet Edmund Spenser’s 
“Mutability Cantos” recognize this principle of mortal change 
“under the moon.” Lunar phases like the spokes of a wheel 
symbolize the passage of time and stages in life and history. 
Although the Egyptian moon god is Zehuti, not Khnum, Thomas 
Mann clearly identifies the latter god with Arphaxad I when he 
pictures him as a goat-headed deity of the wheel. The goat’s head 
is an attribute of the Indian version of Arphaxad I, Daksha I. An 
important Indian myth states that Shiva decapitated Daksha and 
replaced his head with a goat’s head when the latter insulted him 
by failing to invite him to a feast. Conflict between Seba and 
Arphaxad may explain why Shem’s heir takes a Persian name and 
fails to appear among the Amorite kings. He was an ally of the 
Iranian East rather than the Amorite West by the time of the 
Abrahamic War. 

The family of Nanna, Inanna and Utu form a separate 
compartment of Noah’s elite. In Genesis 10, the three appear 
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only as vassals of Joktan: Hadoram, Uzal and Obal respectively. 
That pattern of vassalage is ironic in that the Sumerian King List 
names Meskiaggasher-Joktan the “son” or vassal of Utu-Obal, 
reversing the feudal rank. Utu-Apollo’s actual sons Orpheus- 
Almodad and Asklepius-Sheleph also appear only in the Joktanite 
list. Some curious political development went on in the case of 
Arphaxad’s family. Apparently the goat’s head of the Indian myth 
refers to the lordship of Joktan over Hadoram. A normal 
expectation would have been for Arphaxad I to appear among the 
vassals of his father Shem in Genesis 10:22. Instead he is 
replaced by his heir Shelah under the name Arphaxad, that is, 
Arphaxad II, equivalent to Daksha I’s grandson Daksha II. 
Arphaxad is the one heir of Shem free from the genetic influence 
of Ham, Canaan and Sidon. That distinction extends to his 
children Uzal and Obal. The original “decapitated head” of the 
myth refers to Shem, who by rights should have been Arphaxad 
I’s feudal lord rather than Joktan. 

The vassals of Joktan are strongly associated with Arabia, 
land of the beni-Khitan. A Sumerian myth From the Great Above 
to the Great Below states that Inanna-Uzal descended to the 
underworld, the realm of Ereshkigal-Mahadevi. That version of 
the underworld denotes Arabia where Mot-Hazarmaveth— 
“Death” personified— is 
memorialized in the land of Hadramaut. We have seen that 
Hadramaut is indicated in Mahadevi’s Braided Goddess panel by 
the image of a prone corpse. 

In the Eanna period, Hadoram, Obal and Sheleph appear in 
succession as Mesannepadda, Aannepadda and Meskiagnunna of 
First Ur. A fortunate element in Hallo’s Figure 8 is that he shows 
a three-point genealogy at Ur. Mesannepadda belongs to the 
“generation” of Enmebaraggesi and Mesalim at Kish and 
Gilgamesh at Erech; Aannapadda, to the “generation” of Aka at 
Kish: and Meskiagnunna, to that of Utulkalamma at Uruk. The 
three physical generations at Ur suggest identification of these 
rulers with the line of Hadoram-Nanna, Obal-Utu and Sheleph- 
Asclepius. Hallo dates this three-point group with the last three 
of Lugalbanda’s line at Uruk, already analyzed as follows: 
Lugalbanda-Shelah, Gilgamesh-Eber, Ur-lugal-Peleg and Utul- 
Kalamma-Reu. The fifth “generation” of Figure 8 shows as 
contemporary Mizraim (Aka) at Kish, Peleg (Ur-lugal) at Erech 
and Utu-Obal (Aannapadda) at Ur. 


UZAL (10:27) Artemis Hellenic Olympian 
goddess 
of the moon and hunting, 
daughter of Leto 
Astarte Canaanite version of 
Ishtar 
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Kainan (Luke 3:36) 


Inanna 
with the Egyptian Ka sign 
Damkina 

of Marduk by Ea 

Diana 
Artemis 

Diti 
Daksha I, 
by Kasyapa 

Inanna 
heaven, daughter 
Ningal 

Ishtar 

Medb 

Sekhmet 
mother of 
: Narundi/Narunde 
Ianaan 


Septuagint compound of 


Akkadian mother 
Roman version of 
Indian daughter of 

mother of Surya 


Sumerian goddess of 
of Nanna and 


Akkadian goddess of love 
Gallic war goddess 
Egyptian war goddess, 


Nefertum by Ptah 
Elamite (Susa) version of 


Goddess Narundi (Susa) 


Ishtar from Eshnunna 


(early second millennium BC) 


(Elamite Susian version of Ianaan). 
Statue of Narundi wearing the kaunakes, with Elamite and Akkadian 
inscriptions. Limestone, reign of Puzur-Inshushinak, ca. 2100 BC. From the 
Acropolis at Susa. 
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Dedicated by Awan king Kutik-Inshushinak, with inscriptions in Linear Elamite 
and in Akkadian, circa 2100 BC, Louvre Museum. Copied from 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Statue_Narundi_Louvre_Sb54- 
Sb6617.jpg 


Inanna played a pivotal but as yet unexplained role in the 
Uruk-Aratta war. She was claimed as patroness by both city 
states. The Medb panel of the Gundestrup Caldron represents an 
aspect of the war. Egyptian mythology is more revealing. The 
goddess Hathor— a version of Durga (Sheba-I)— is closely allied 
to Atum Re-Japheth, hence the duplication of their names 
“Sheba.” When conflict breaks out Hathor turns into the violent 
goddess Sekhmet, who threatens to annihilate the human race 
before Re tricks her Seven out of doing so. The bloody aspect of 
this myth is associated in some way with the outcome of the 
Marduk Epic in which the defeat of Aratta results in the creation 
of mankind from Kingu’s blood. Both Sekhmet and Medb are 
savage versions of Uzal-Inanna, daughter of Arphaxad I and 
mother of Shelah-Marduk-Arphaxad II by Sidon-Ptah. 


DIKLAH (10:27) See entry on ARPHAXAD II. 
OBAL (10:27) Aannapadda Sumerian 
ruler of First Ur 
Apollo Hellenic Olympian 
sun god 
Mekauhor Akauhor Egyptian pharaoh 
of Dynasty V 
Hobal Arabian sun god 
Shamash Akkadian sun god 
Utu Sumerian sun god 
ABIMAEL Enmerkar Sumerian ruler of Eanna 
Dynasty, 
son of Meskiaggasher, 
nominal son of Utu 
Djedkare Isesi Egyptian pharaoh of 
Dynasty V 


Joktanite tribe names are concentrated in two parts of the 
world: Sarmatia (Russia) in the north and Arabia in the south. 
These names can be observed in Charts IX and XXI of the 1490 
edition of Ptolemy’s atlas. The two regions are complementary. 
Sarmatia shows versions of all nine Joktanites listed prior to the 
closing section on the antediluvian matriarchs. Arabia is 
incomplete in its presentation of the first eight but yields 
versions of the entire Mahadevi tetrad as one would expect from 
the logic of the Braided Goddess panel. In Sarmatia the Osyli, 
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Tanaitae, Ophlones and Idrae form a tetrad arranged in ordinal 
directions east of the River Don (ancient Tanais): Osyli in the 
south at the river’s mouth, Tanaitae in the east up river, the 
Ophlones in the north on the upper Don and the Idrae in the west 
at the same latitude as the Tanaitae. 

Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] is Hazarmaveth’s brother, the 
two of them appearing together as sons of Ugaritic Tr I] (Shelah- 
Diklah), Athtar and Mot. The name Athtar turns up as Assaracus 
in Phrygian-Trojan tradition as reported by the Hellenes. An 
intermediate form “Astar” suggests the Bastarnae of Danube 
region as well as the Thracian Bessi and Sarmatian Biessi. The 
Iazyges of the Danube region suggest a direct cognate to the 
Hebrew name Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] . This proliferation 
of names arises from Athtar-Assaracus’ character as the general 
patriarch of the Thracian part of the Thraco-Phrygian branch of 
the Indo-Europeans. Known in ancient times as Sauromatae or 
Sarmatians, the Slavs of Sheleph are commonly placed in 
Ukraine between the Dnieper and Don. Ptolemy locates the 
Alauni or Alans (*) northeast of Ukraine toward the south end of 
the uplands extending southward from Moscow to _Harkov. 
Ptolemy places the remaining two tribes to the north in the Baltic 
region. The Sali lie north of the Agathyrsians of Aram’s vassal 
Gether. The biblical names Aram and Joktan refer to the same 
person; but “Aram” is a vassal of Shem. The four Aramaeans are 
begotten sons of Shem in 10:23. In the period following the Uruk- 
Aratta war, these sons undertook an expedition starting at the 
Khabur River and colonizing Sarmatia with Satem Aryans 
including the Balto-Slavs. The Sali of Diklah-Shelah are attached 
locally to the Agathyrsians of Shem’s son Gether in the same way 
that the Chazars of Hazarmaveth associated with the Cumans of 
Shem’s grandson Uz. Hazarmaveth’s tribe in Ptolemy’s Sarmatia 
is the Idrae, reduced from the first part of the name separate 
from Maveth-Mot (“Death”) and given in Arabia as Hadramaut. 
Hadoram-Arphaxad I is represented in the Sarmatian system by 
the Aorsi south of the Agathyrsi and north of the Borusci (Balto- 
Slavic Prussians), who recognized Diklah as Tukla. 

[(*) Alans - N.E. Iranians, W. Sarmatians, with ossetians, 
Roxolani, and Alans. 


Table 7.1 Joktanite Tribes in Sarmatia [cp. Book 
226] 


Joktanite Sarmatian Tribe Rationale 
Almodad Alauni (Alans) reduced cognate 
Sheleph Slavs cognate 

(Sarmatians) 
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Hazarma Idrae cognate 
veth 
Jerah Biessi, [Bessi, variation of Athtar- 
[Poss. Bastarnae] Assaracus 
Herakles/ [Iazyges] cognate 
Zeus-IT] 
Hadoram Aorsi reduced cognate 
Uzal Osyli cognate 
Diklah Sali Diklah’s identity with 
Shelah (Salah) 
and Prussian god Tukla 
Obal Ophlones cognate 
Abimael Tanaitae Joktan’s personal son 
(“people of the Enmerkar, as carrier of the 
River Don”) reduced name Khitan 


Five of the first nine Joktanite tribes appear in Ptolemy’s 
Chart XXI of Arabia. Joktan himself is represented both by the 
beni-Khitan and by the Hobaritae, who match his Indian name 
Kubera. If Abimael plays the same “carrier” role in Arabia as in 
Sarmatia, the MHobaritae are his tribe. Hazarmaveth, is 
traditionally identified with Hadramaut to the southeast. The 
Alumeotae south of the Persian Gulf offer a rare suggestion of 
Orpheus’ full Joktanite name Almodad. The Asaritae of south 
central Arabia suggest the intermediate form “Astar” for Jerah 
[Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] -Athtar-Assaracus. Almodad’s brother 
Sheleph— patriarch of the Slavs in Sarmatia— appears to be 
lacking in Arabia. However that may not be true. A case can be 
made that Sheleph is represented by the Arabanitae north of the 
Asaritae. In the Slavic world the chief South Slavic nation is the 
Serbs bearing a name suggestive of an r variant of “Slav” and 
“Sheleph.” If the Arabanitae are the Arabian counterpart to the 
Serbs and Slavs of the northern world, it is highly appropriate 
that this dominant Joktanite vassal should give his name both to 
the Slavic world and “Arabia” itself. In short the Arabian 
Joktanite names of the male, upper section of the list refer 
primarily to the first four. These in turn are distinguished by 
being two pairs of sons of patriarchs occurring later in the list— 
Almodad and Sheleph as sons of Arphaxad’s son Obal and 
Hazarmaveth and Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] as Ugaritic sons 
of Diklah-Shelah-Tr Il. By this reckoning, the Arabian tribes are 
missing Hadoram-Arphaxad I, his son Obal, nominal son Diklah- 
Shelah-Arphaxad II, Joktan’s son Abimael-Enmerkar and 
Hadoram’s daughter Uzal-Inanna-Ishtar. 

As for the antediluvian matriarchs at the bottom of list, 
Sheba I-Durga (Sheba-I) equates with the well known Sabaei 
(Sabaeans) of ancient Yemen to the west of Hadramaut nearer 
the Red Sea. She is also represented indirectly by her Hamite son 
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Mizraim, Aka-Achaeus of First Kish. The relevant tribe shown in 
Chart XXI is the Achchitae beyond a range of mountains east of 
Sabaea. Kali-Ophir is represented by her daughter Arvad in a 
coincidental reoccurrence of the names “Arab” in the Arabes 
shown on the west coast of the Red Sea in Ptolemy’s Chart XIV. 
Similarly Havilah I-Mahadevi is represented by her son Ham 
under his antediluvian name Dumuzi the Shepherd, Tammuz 
(Thammuz) and Tamusi. Two of the tribes in Chart XXI conform 
to that name for Ham: the Thamuditae in the extreme northwest 
near the Red Sea coast and the Thamudeni three fifths of the way 
from there to the Persian Gulf in the east. Both of the white 
matriarch’s names, biblical Jobab and Indian Uma, are shown as 
cognate in the Omamitae south of the Persian Gulf— evident 
source of the regional name Oman but transferred to her 
grandson Heth as the Amazonian god Oman. This tribe name 
included in Chart XXI suggests that Uma’s original name was 
something like “Jomam.” Arabian tribes are as clearly biased 
toward the female Mahadevi tetrad as the Sarmatians are toward 
the Joktanite males. The dominant Sarmatian remains Sheleph, 
Asklepius, grandson of Arphaxad I through Obal-Apollo. As 
clearly Arabia was always dominated by Mahadevi, who was born 
there in the antediluvian period and gave the antediluvian name 
of Arabia— Havilah— both to her son Ham and herself. The 
Arabian Joktanite tribes, as given by Ptolemy, are as follows: 


Table 7.2 Joktanite Tribes in Arabia [cp. Book 227] 


Joktanite Arabian Tribe Rationale 
Almodad Alumeotae cognate 
Sheleph Arabanitae cognate 
Hazarm Hadramaut traditional derivation from 
aveth Hazarmaveth 
Jerah Asaritae from Athtar-Assaracus 
[Poss. 
Herakle 
s/Zeus- 
IT] 
Abimael Hobaritae Enmerkar as carrier of “Kubera” 
Sheba I Sabaei traditional derivation of Sabaeans 
from Sheba 
Ophir Arabes on Arvad as representatative of her 
west mother Ophir-Kali 
coast of 
Red Sea 
Havilah Thamuditae Thammuz-Havilah IIl-Ham as 
I Thamudeni representative of mother 
Mahadevi 
Jobab Omamitae amplified cognate 
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SHEBA I (10:28) [Yellow Matriarch] 


Amaunet Egyptian wife of Amun of the Ogdoad 
Durga (Sheba-I) Indian goddess of the Mahadevi tetrad 
Hathor Egyptian cow goddess, creature and wife 
of Re-Sheba II, goddess of the nome of Cusae 
Ninhursag Su or uplands east of Sumer 


~ 


— 


Durga (Sheba-I) Kali (Ophir) 
(Sheba) Tamil depiction of Kali 
Statue from the Aihole 
temple 
of the Hindu goddess 
Durga (Sheba-I), 
heavily armed with a lion at 
her side, 
slaying the buffalo demon. 


OPHIR (10:29) [Black Matriarch] 


Bastet Egyptian cat goddess 
Dumuzi-abzu Sumerian goddess of the abyss 
Gaia Hellenic earth Titaness, wife of Uranus, actual 
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mother of Hyperion and nominal mother of 
other Titans and Rhea 


Hertha Teutonic earth goddess 

Kali Indian goddess of death, black member of Mahadevi 
tetrad 

Kauket Egyptian wife of Kek in the Ogdoad 

Lahamu Akkadian wife of Lahmu 


HAVILAH I [Red Matrirch] 


. Adum (Adummu) Canaanite wife of 
Resheph 
(10:29) Asherah Ugaritic wife of Tr I 

Buto variant of Uadjet 

Cihuacoatl Aztec goddess 

Ereshkigal Sumerian goddess of 
the underworld 

Kamrusepa Hittite goddess 

Kanym Altaic wife of Kudai Bai 
Ulgén 

Latona Roman version of Leto 

Leto Hellenic mother of 
Apollo and Artemis 

Mahadevi Indian “Great 
Goddess,” red member and 
head of Mahadevi tetrad 

Maia Hellenic mother of 
Olympian Hermes 

Naunet Egyptian wife of Nun 
in the Ogdoad 

Nagyboldogasszony Magyar mother 
goddess 

Omecihuatl Aztec personification of entire 
Mahadevi tetrad 

Saule Baltic goddess 

Tiamat Akkadian wife of Apsu 


Uadjet (Buto) cobra goddess of the red crown 
of Upper (South)) Egypt 
Yemaya Yoruba moon goddess 


In the tenth section of Hoffner’s chapter on Old Anatolian 
myths, Kamrusepa is the mother of personified fire, Peleg of the 
Nergalship. These myths, however, give nohint of the red 
matriarch’s role as Peleg’s co-conspirator Tiamat of the Marduk 
Epic. In fact The Disappearance of Telipinu pictures Kamrusepa 
as trying to calm Telepinu’s wrath. One solution to the outcome 
of the Uruk-Aratta war is that the matriarchs agreed to send 
their stocks into deep exile as the “blood of Kingu” in order to 
avert bloodshed among the Noahic elite. 
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JOBAB (10:29) [White Matriarch] 
Shara Sumerian goddess 
KiShar Akkadian wife of god Anshar 
Ishara Akkadian goddess 


Cybele Phrygian earth goddess, identified with Hellenic 
Rhea 

Hannahanna Hittite great mother goddess 

Hauhet Egyptian wife of Heh in the Ogdoad 

Ku-Bau Sumerian ruler of Third Kish 

Magna Mater “Great Mother,” Roman version of Rhea 
Minerva Roman version of Pallas Athene 

Nammu Sumerian goddess, mother of Enki 

Nanshe Sumerian fish goddess, mother of Ninmar 
Nekhebet vulture goddess of the white crown of Lower 
(North) Egypt 

Nina Assyrian goddess 

Ningal Sumerian “Great Goddess”, mother of Utu and 
Inanna 

Ningirda Sumerian goddess, mother of Ningishzida 
Pallas Athene Hellenic Olympian goddess of wisdom 

Rhea Hellenic earth goddess, nominal daughter of Gaia, 
actual mother of Poseidon and Zeus 

Skakaru Pawnee sun goddess, wife of the moon god Pah 
Uma Indian goddess, white member of the Mahadevi tetrad 


Uma’s identification with Cybele-Rhea calls for comment. 
Her filial relationship to Gaia-Kali is only nominal but identical to 
the same relationship in the Marduk Epic where she is Kishar, 
daughter of Lahamu. She is the actual mother of Poseidon, Zeus 
and Hera but not of the other Olympians Hades, Demeter and 
Hestia. It is apparent that the Indian practice of conflating all 
four antediluvian females into the Mahadevi tetrad is pre- 
supposed by the Hellenes in dealing with the two primal earth 
goddesses Gaia and her “daughter” Rhea. As mother of the 
Titans Cronus-Canaan and lIapetus-Phut, “Gaia” becomes Uma- 
Jobab; and as mother of Oceanus-Mizraim, she becomes Durga 
(Sheba-I)-Sheba. Likewise the name Rhea is protean in reference. 
As mother of Hades this title refers to Mahadevi-Havilah; and as 
mother of Demeter, Durga (Sheba-I)-Sheba. 

The red and white antediluvian matriarchs, Mahadevi and 
Uma, appear in Egyptian mythology as the two Nebti, Uadjet and 
Nekhebet, wearers of the red and white crowns of Upper and 
Upper (South)) Egypt respectively. The distinction between the 
Two Egypts first arose in the minds of the Hamites when they 
still inhabited Mesopotamia after the Tower of Babel event of 
2340. Uadjet-Mahadevi attached herself to the Lower 
Mesopotamia of Sumer owing to her city of Lagash, which 
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loomed large through the dynasty created by her son Heth-Ur- 
Nanshe in 2278. Uadjet’s image as a deadly cobra is consistent 
with her Sumerian identity as Ereshkigal, goddess of the 
underworld, and as mother of Heth-Hades in Hellenic tradition. 
These concepts arose from her imperial control over her 
antediluvian homeland of Arabia-Havilah, the underworld 
featured in Chapter Two. Her “sister” Nekhebet-Uma became 
attached to Akkad, in the north of Sumer, through her maternity 
of Shem, original claimant to the “Lower (North) Egypt” of 
Akkad-Sutium. We have explained that the relative directions of 
Sumer-Akkad and the Two Egypts are reversed by the opposite 
directions of flow by the Tigris-Euphrates and Nile in respect to 
mountains north of Mesopotamia and south of Egypt. Just why 
the Egyptians assigned the vulture image to Uma has not yet 
been discovered. It may derive from the way Noah’s Ark came to 
rest in the northern, Caucasus Mountains, where the diluvian 
family first experienced the sight of corpses slain by the Flood. 
The idea of corpses littering the north may have been reinforced 
by actual loss of life in the Uruk-Aratta War. It may even be that 
Uma’s fair skin was associated in some minds with the pallid 
image of corpses before advanced decay sets in. 


REU (11:18) See entry on ASSHUR. 

SERUG (11:20) 

Aha Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty 0 

Asa-Manja Indian king of the solar line of Ayodhya, son 
of Sagara 


Khonsu, “the Wanderer” Egyptian god of Wazet-Thebes, son of Amun 
Re and Mut 


Manishtushu Akkadian emperor at Agade, son of Sargon 
Menes Egyptian pharaoh, founder of transitional Dynasty 
0 
NAHOR (11:22) 
. Karamba Indian king of the lunar 
line of Mathura, son of Asa- 
Manja 
Naram Sin Akkadian emperor at Agade, 
son of Manishtushu 
Narmer (Nahor) Egyptian pharaoh 


of Dynasty 0, 
son of Menes 


Chapter Nine will amplify these identities with names of 
ethnic groups. Some of the most striking patriarchal matches 
derive from black Africa. Whatever the character of the black 
African languages, they possess a transparent relationship to 
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names from ancient Mesopotamia and India. In that respect 
these cultures pose a strong contrast to China where phonetic 
preferences form a closed system of sounds, words and names 
independent of the rest of the world. Somehow Kali and her 
protoplast in Elam established closer phonetic ties to the Noahic 
world at large than did Durga (Sheba-I)’s protoplast in Persia 
farther east. Durga (Sheba-I)’s opaque relationship is all the 
more remarkable considering the explicitness of the Chinese 
imperial king list, which matches the early postdiluvian world in 
many details of the Xia dynasty. One explanation is the way 
Shem’s male line was cut off after the one son Arphaxad I— the 
Chinese progenitor and Jade Emperor. Shem’s subsequent heirs 
in Genesis 11 are Shelah and Eber, not Obal and Sheleph. The 
intrusion of Canaan and Sidon into the imperial line of Shem 
continues to be one of the pivotal circumstances in postdiluvian 
history. One result is that the Asian race of Seth was cut off from 
a central and dominant position even as the Caucasoid Sidon 
gained control over the thought processes of gentile mankind. 
The Chinese treatment of early rulers as emperors appears to be 
a provincial attempt to deny what we find in the imperial line of 
Genesis 11 as though China could become its own separate world 
with a history of its own. The total lack of cognate matches from 
Chinese culture tells the same tale. The few Chinese 
identifications in the present chapter are the result of 
interpreting structures such as the Ocean Dragon Kings in their 
ordinal arrangement. It is sad to reflect that European awareness 
of the closed nature of Chinese culture in the 18th century 
probably contributed to the great rebellion of the polygenetic 
consensus since that time. 


Chapter Eight 


Ur-Nanshe, the Akkadians and L. A. Waddell 


There is reason to believe that Peleg swore his own set of 
eleven vassals as part of the Aratta scheme. The Marduk Epic 
states that Kingu marshaled “eleven kinds of monsters” in 
rebellion against Ea and the other gods. This additional eleven is 
to be found in the next era among the rulers of Lagash, 
beginning with Heth-Ur-Nanshe and his five sons depicted with 
him in the Ur-Nanshe Plaque. 
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Ur- Nanshe Plaque reerecy 
Copied from www.classics.unc.edu/courses/claro47/EDPics.html 
on 10707. 
CLAR 47: The Archaeology of the Ancient Near East- Telloh (Girsu) 
© 2002- G. Kenneth Sams at the University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill 


This Lagashite dynasty includes Ur-Nanshe’s powerful grandson 
Eanatum of the Stele of the Vultures, picturing a_set_of 
soldiers with the classic “Hittite” nose so characteristic of 
Mahadevi-Tiamat_ and her son Heth. The set of eleven 
“Hittites,” who fail to appear in Genesis 10, suggests that Heth 
was a major player in the Aratta scheme of his mother and _half- 
brother Peleg. The northern location of Aratta implies that the 
Hittites of Anatolia inherited that northwestern land as a result of 
their activities at Aratta. Hittite Anatolia was separated from 
Kurdistan only by the intervening, mountainous land of 
Cappadocia. 
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Stele of the Vultures (Lagash) 


Copied from Wikipedia: 
This fragment of the larger Victory Stele of the Vultures depicts 
Lagashite Eanatum’s battle against Umma. 


To detail the probable eleven “Hittites”, they exclude Heth 
himself and consist of Ur Nanshe’s heir Akurgal; Akurgal’s four 
brothers; his sons Eanatum and Enanatum I; Enanatum’s son and 
grandson, Entemena (Enmetena) and Enanatum IJ; and the 
independent Lagashite ruler Enentarzi_ and his son Lugalanda. 
Hallo shows these rulers (exclusive of Akurgal’s brothers) in 


seven successive “generations” of Figure 9: the Dynasty III 
period ending with the rise of Sargon. The chart shows the last of 


these rulers Lugalanda contemporary with the _ priest 
Urukagina, Mesanepada. Because Martu and Elam already 
harbored populations hostile to Sumer on the west and east in 
the First Kish period, a basic reason for locating the Aratta 
colony in the north had been to pin the Mesopotamians against 
the Lower Sea in the south. In the First Kish period, we have 
seen that the Hittites settled in Martu along with the Amorites; 
so they were chosen to extend Amorite hostility to the north by 
acting as militant guard for the protoplasts that made up the 
Aratta colony. 

The exclusion of the “Hittite” eleven from Genesis 10 not 
only reflects the defeat of Aratta but also the mysterious omission 
of Lagash from the Sumerian King List— a suggestion of the 
close parallel between Genesis 10 and the King List. The abortive 
plan of Peleg-Kingu and Mahadevi-Tiamat evidently aimed at 
using these eleven “monsters” to shape linguistic divisions 
within one of the Aratta protoplasts, most likely Mahadevi’s 
personal stock, the Amerindians. A cultural parallel is that the 
Hittites display a version of the swastika design as do the 
Amerindian Hopi. The Chatti-Hessian association between 
Germany and the Hittites suggests one reason why the German 
Nazis adopted the swastika although they also found the design 
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among the Aryans of East India._The Marduk Epic totals the 
“monsters” explicitly at eleven after naming “monster serpents,” 
a_ “ferocious dragon clothed with terror,” “the viper, the dragon 
and the lahamu, the great lion, the mad dog and the scorpion- 


man, driving storm demons, the dragonfly, and the bison” 
(Alexander Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis, 23-24). Once these 
were assembled, Tiamat “exalted Kingu: in their midst she made 
him great; To march at the head of the army; To direct the 
forces; To raise the weapons for engagement; To launch the 
attack; The high command of the battle.” 

The later war between Lagash and Umma depicted in the 
full Victory Stele [of the Vultures] of Eanatum was a 
microcosm of the Uruk-Aratta War between the cities of 
Mahadevi-Tiamat’s Lagash and Umma of the white Uma, 
matriarch of the Sumerian linguistic stock. In this lesser war 
Mahadevi’s side wins. Another fragment from the whole stele 
shows Eanatum trapping prisoners taken in battle. As a 
grandson of Heth, Eanatum belonged to the _ fourth 
postdiluvian generation, the same as Peleg’s generation. In the 
greater war the military alliance between Mahadevi’s son Peleg 
and the family of her son Heth explains why Peleg’s western 
lands of Phrygia and Lydia overlapped the Hittite Empire of 
the second millennium. The association was at least as close as 
between their adversaries Shelah and the seven vassals of 
Japheth at opposing Uruk. Thus Peleg’s following left a stamp on 
ancient Turkey analogous to Japheth’s stamp on Iran. If the Uruk- 
Aratta War were repeated today, it would pit Turkey against Iran 
over the battleground of Kurdistan near where Aratta was 
located. 


L. A. Waddell’s View of Ur-Nanshe 


Waddell’s analysis of the Ur-Nanshe Plaque is repeated 
here for perspective on the “Hittite” cause. Calling Ur-Nanshe 
“Uruash,” L. A. Waddell matches his five sons with East Indian 
names and claims that this family colonized the Indus Valley. His 
Aryan supremacist motive is to prove that all the civilizations owe 
their origins to Caucasoid speakers of the Indo-European 
language and that Sumerian and Egyptian leaders were really 
Aryans. My goal in handling Waddell is not to ignore the 
falsehood of Aryan Supremacy but to use its valid insights as a 
weapon against it. Neither Aryans, Egyptians, Semites nor 
Sumerians possessed a monopoly on leadership charisma in the 
age of kingship. The Aryan associations, however, that Waddell 
gives to the Sumerian Ur- Nanshe and Semite Sargon are quite 
valid up to a point. The Noahic elite were never to be confined to 
single linguistic stocks any more than Queen Victoria was wholly 
British or wholly German or Philip II of Spain really a Dutchman 
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because his father Charles V began as a Teutonic Duke of 
Burgundy in the Netherlands. Monogenetic feudalism exists 
independently of polygenetic notions of nationality. 

In reference to the Ur Nanshe Stele, Waddell names the 
five sons Amadgal (rather than Akurgal), Sirim, Barid- 
ishshu, Aniarra and Mugamimla. He identifies Ur-Nanshe 
with the Indian ruler Haryashwa and supplies the five sons 
with matching Indian names Mudgala, Srin-Jaya, Brihad-ishu, 
Yavinara and Kampilya. He then adds a series of titles both in 
Sumerian and Indian. He titles Akurgal Lakh-Madgal-Gut, 
translating, “the Shepherd Madgal the Warrior” (Makers of 
Civilization in Race and History, 114). That title implies that the 
“eleven monsters” of Kingu’s army is still full of fight. The second 
ruler he titles Anunpad or “Sea-lord Commander”; the third Sag- 
ash-duk or “Duke of Troops”; the fourth, Uru-Pal or “Pal the 
Protector”; and Adturta, “the child of the Father.” These 
Sumerian titles are finally matched with Indian titles: Ruk- 
Meshu, “Shining Arrow”; Prithu-Rukma, “Prithu of Shining Disc”; 
Palita, the “Protector”; and Harita. These five sons of Ur Nanshe 
complement the remaining six Lagashite rulers of Hallo’s Chart 
9. 

Pictorially the Ur-Nanshe Plaque is a quaint affair in two 
relief registers showing Ur-Nanshe, with Heth’s large “Hittite” 
nose, carrying a basket of stones as his sons assist him in what 
must be the construction of a temple. In the lower register, the 
ruler sits enthroned with four sons standing in front of him and 
Akurgal holding a jar behind the throne. The Stele of the Vultures 
is a similar artifact featuring Akurgal’s son Eanatum. 


EANATUM”’S VICTORY STELE OF THE VULTURES 
In the upper register, Eanatum leads nine warriors into battle 
against Umma as though the ten were another version of the 
“eleven monsters” of Kingu and Tiamat. The damaged lower 
register shows Eanatum in a chariot with raised lance leading six 
warriors into battle. These two artifacts are displayed both by 
Waddell and Kramer. The Ur Nanshe Plaque is housed at the 
Louvre Museum and art slides of it are available. Kramer 
narrates the career of Eanatum at some length, beginning with a 
conflict between Lagash and Umma over a [the] disputed 
boundary [of Ningirsu’s “beloved field” Gu’edena]. The ruler 
fought off an attack from Akshak and pursued the enemy back to 
that city. The embattled king fared worse when attacked by the 
Elamites from the east, the inhabitants of Kish to the north and 
those of Mari in the more distant northwest. He managed, 
however, to win another major victory against these foes. So the 
war precedent set by the Uruk-Aratta conflict in the Eanna 
period carried over into the Dynasty III period and came to focus 
in the same “eleven monsters of Kingu,” now located at their 
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stronghold of Lagash. 

These hostilities against Lagash are consistent with the view 
that the family of Heth was still viewed as the enemy even after 
settling in Sumer. The genetic “Hittites” were permitted like 
Peleg-Lugalannemundu to return to Mesopotamia under 
restrictions that soon broke down in the days of Eanatum. 
Waddell’s view of the colonization of India implies that the main 
stipulation was to turn their attention toward the Persian Gulf 
and abandon the north to the Semites where that race could 
secure Akkad, Assyria and Syria without the threat from northern 
Aratta. 

Waddell claims that Akurgal (Madgal) was the first 
imperial governor of an Indus Valley colony, which he labels 
Edin in an effort to explain away biblical Eden. Throughout his 
treatment of the families of Ur-Nanshe and Sargon, he relies 
heavily on narratives taken from the Indian tradition of solar 
kings at Ayodhya. He equates Ayodhya with Agade because he 
believes that the Indians possessed their own records of the 
imperial history of Mesopotamia in Sumerian times. Objections 


might be raised on the basis that the Aryan invasion of India did 
not occur until the second millennium and that the populace of 


the Indus Valley at Mohenjo Daro were Dravidians. That 
objection, however, is the same as claiming that Genesis lacks 
historical value for gentile origins because it was written by 
Moses in the second millennium. Waddell claims that ancestors 
of Gangetic Aryans lived in Cappadocia or Anatolia before being 
driven out by Assyrians. 

Aside from identifying Akurgal as the first governor of India, 
Waddell summarizes the activities of Ur-Nanshe’s sons from the 
Purana Epics of India: 


The achievements of the sons also, as well as their relative 
positions and titles, are in agreement with the Indian Chronicles. 
These state that the eldest son Ruk- Meshu (i.e. Madgal) 
succeeded his father in the sovereignty. His brother Prithu, the 
“Duke of the Troops” in Sumerian, who is figured behind the 
king, remained in service in his becoming king. The youngest 
brothers Palita and Harita were set over the Videha Lands. And 
the third brother Jya-Magha or “Overpowerer of the Island of 
Magha,” and “The Sea-lord Commander” in the Sumerian, went 
forth to conquer new lands, including “Madhya-Land, Mekala and 
the Shuktimat Mountains,” and established a Cidi or Cedi or 
“Phoenician dynasty,” presumably in Phoenicia. (115) 

HITTITES AT LAGASH BEFORE ANATOLIA 
Elsewhere Waddell identifies Videha as _ Boghaz-Keui, 
capital of the Hittite Empire; so we can conclude that the 
“Videha Lands” refer to Cappadocia or Anatolia before 
Heth’s sons had established their racial presence there. In the 
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Dynasty III period, the Hittite race was the dynasty at 
Lagash: Heth-Ur Nanshe and his family. 

In his effort to equate the Aryans and Sumerians in a radical 
sense, Waddell locates the first capital of the Sumerian race in 
the mountains of Cappadocia at a place that Herodotus labeled 
Pteria, now known as Boghaz-Keui, the Hittite capital. He shows 
a relief sculpture of a powerful looking leader with a bold “Hittite 
nose” at Ivriz and labels this ruler “Bakus,” identifying him as the 
second king of the Aryan-Sumerian continuum. In keeping with 
the Bacchus tradition, the figure shows bunches of grapes 
hanging from his waist and in his right hand as well as a bunch of 
arrows in his left. An internet source summarizes the history of 
this artifact’s discovery in the 1870s. The decade began with a 
discovery of rock sculptures at Hamath on the Orontes, the 
Syrian city indicated by the “Hamathite” of the Canaanite eleven 
and identified in this study with Shem-Bal’s sister-wife Anath in 
Ugaritic mythology. Heth’s name Ur-Nanshe honors Nanshe, 
one of the Sumerian versions of the white matriarch, 
mother of Bal and Anath. When the sculpture at Ivriz or 
Ibriz was first discovered in 1876, it too was labeled 
“Hamathite”; but the identification was soon changed to 
“Hittite.” The figure’s powerful hooked nose is in keeping with 
the Hittite identification and explainable, again, though Heth’s 
maternity by Mahadevi rather than Uma. The large figure is now 
believed to be a “Baal” being worshiped by a satrap to the right. 
But the salient points are the “Hittite” nose and bunches of 
grapes. 

In order to bury the biblical tradition as deep as he can, 
Waddell identifies the Ivriz “Baal,” as his second Aryan-Sumerian 
ruler and interprets him as the casual basis of biblical Cain. He 
dates this ruler well back in the fourth millennium, far too early 
to fit the rock-sculpture. He also displays a set of Hittite artifacts 
including hawks, eagles and a swastika. He terms the first Aryan- 
Sumerian city Ukhu, “Eagle or Hawk City.” Earlier in his study, 
he outlines what appears to be a variation of the Sumerian King 
List in which his figure “Bakus” is placed at the head of a first 
dynasty at Kish after placing the same ruler second in an earlier 
dynasty at Cappadocian “Ukhu,” which he somehow confuses 
with Sumerian Akshak, one of the enemy city states of Lagash. 

One value of this material in Waddell’s book is that it offers 
some details lacking from Kramer and Hallo. Much of it is 
handled anachronistically; but something must be done with the 
relief in Cappadocia, especially the imposing ruler with _his 
Hittite nose and clusters of grapes. Perhaps this monument 
derives from the Hittite second millennium, too late to figure 
directly in early post-diluvian history; but Waddell’s notion of 
Aryans and Sumerians should not be taken lightly. In my 
reconstruction of the antediluvian project of Noah, I suggest that 
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white Uma and her father were Finno-Ugrian speakers and had 
to learn Indo-European from the inhabitants of Kurgan. Since 
Finno-Ugrian and Sumerian are versions of the same Ural- 
Altaic language, the antediluvian perspective gives the 
Sumerians and Indo-Europeans a close regional and 
personal connection even before the Flood. 

The Cappadocian figure suggests a representative of an 
“Asirship” of grapes and wine outside the original circle of eight 
theocratic priesthoods. Two more such additional principles are a 
“Gebship” of earth gods and “Nergalship” of fire gods. Efforts to 
explain the identity of the Ivriz Baal end in equivocation. If he is 
identified with the universal wine god Asir-Seba, the facial 
features must be dismissed as stylized in Assyrian fashion 
without the faintest awareness of this patriarch’s actual mulatto 
appearance. If the figure is equated with hook-nosed Heth or a 
member of his Lagashite family, we must adduce an explanation 
of the patriarch’s identification with a wine cult. 

The best explanation of the Cappadocian wine god is as 
Noah’s postdiluvian “red” son Togarmah. The figure’s 
hooked nose fits the pattern of a son of Mahadevi. Cappadocia 
lies adjacent to Armenia, whose Christians claim descent 
from Togarmah. As for Waddell’s allusion to the Roman wine 
god Bacchus, that god like others in the Italic tradition can be 
given a different identity from the traditional Hellenic ones: 
Bacchus-Togarmah as distinct from Dionysus-Riphath; Neptunus- 
Noah, from Poseidon-Sidon; and Saturnus-Hadoram-Arphaxad I, 
from Cronus-Canaan. 

The eagle and hawk images found in MHatti suggest 
continuing interplay between the earliest Hittites and their time 
spent in Amorite Martu at the place of the Cernunnus stag. We 
have seen that birds symbolize the Semitic Enlilship of the air 
gods Enlil and Shu. In Egypt the symbol of a falcon is assigned to 
Horus the Younger, whom Chapter Seven identifies as Sabtah- 
Ganesha, son of Asir-Shiva, our requisite wine god. The figure at 
Ivriz can be explained, therefore, as adopting the wine cult from 
early contact between Heth and Togarmah-Sahlamu-Birsha in 
Martu in the First Kish period. We must keep in mind that 
twenty-four years of the Eanna period elapsed from the end of 
the war to the beginning of the Lagashite regime. Those twenty- 
four years are too long to leave blank in the history of Heth’s 
family if relevant data exists. The family spent time in colonizing 
activity. As a son of Mahadevi, Heth was a half-brother of 
Togarmah, the Cappadocian wine god. The three Gomerites and 
sons of Heth were destined to colonize the Far East in the 22nd 
century. Two bits of data suggest how they spent their time in 
similar cooperation in the early 23rd. 

Hittite artifacts include the swastika design also featured 
among the Satem Aryan Indians as a symbol of crossroads. It 
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suggests a colonization design in play among the Hittites and 
Satem Aryans in the period from 2302 and 2278. The position of 
Ivriz places Togarmah at the western end of the interior arm of a 
clockwise swastika. As Heth’s heir Akurgal represents the 
Hittites proper just beyond that location. Two sons Barid-ishshu 
and Srim suggest the Paradas (Parthians) and Sarmatians, Satem 
Aryan people to the east and north. The positions of Ashkenaz’s 
Gutians in the Zagros and Gomer’s Luristan to the south of 
Gutium fit into the scheme somehow as does the northern 
position of Riphath’s Colchians to the west of the Caucasus. 

The ordinal system assigns Akurgal to the west, Barid-ishshu 
to the east and Srim to the north. Ur Nanshe’s two remaining 
sons are Aniarra and Gamimla. Extrapolation calls for one of 
these two sons to remain at Aratta and the other to migrate south 
into Sumer within the twenty-four years prior to 2278. Colonies 
attached to Heth’s five sons, therefore, trace out ancestors 
of the Kurds in the center, Hittites in the west, Sarmatians 
in the north, Parthians in the east and Sumerians in the 
south. All of these peoples except the Sumerians spoke versions 
of the Indo-European language. At three points of the compass all 
except the Hittites spoke Satem Aryan; and the Hittites 
themselves spoke the “detached” form of Aryan suggested 
by Baugh (*). In 2278 all five sons converged with their father 
Ur Nanshe on Lagash, the Sumerian city of Heth’s mother 
Mahadevi, Kamrusepa of the Hittite tradition. [(*) Resources say, 
“Nesite.” Kingdom of the Hittites, by Trevor Bryce. ] 

If the clockwise swastika shown by Waddell among the 
Hittite artifacts is applied to this ordinal scheme it suggests a 
limited post-Aratta dispersion plan complementary to the greater 
one engaging Arabia after 2278. In fact such a design can be 
regarded as a preliminary stage in the development of the 
greater scheme that reached the ends of the earth by the year 
2146. This preliminary scheme of the years 2302-2278 could 
explain, for example, the geographic locations of three 
unclassifiable linguistic stocks— Caucasian Japhetic 
(Georgian), Rasena-Etruscans and Basques. The most 
decisive way to account for the origin of these three stocks is by 
allowing the Asirship, Gebship and Nergalship to expand the 
theocratic ogdoad to eleven principles and therefore to eleven 
independent linguistic stocks. This expansion causes us to revert 
to the eleven-point arrangement of the Cernunnus panel and to 
Table 4.2 where we promised to account for the three 
unclassifiable languages listed in the right column as though they 
were protoplasts comparable in weight to the Sino-Tibetans or 
Amerindians. They were the result of expanding the world 
community to eleven theocratically distinct linguistic stocks 
immediately after the Tower of Babel event when the First Kish 
order was created. 
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The most easily understandable of these associations 
between unclassifiable stocks and the better known ones is 
between the Caucasians and _ Balto-Slavic Sauromatae 
(Sarmatians) at the point of the western ram at Umma in the 
First Kish scheme. The Sauromatae were first observed by the 
classical world in the Caucasus; and the Georgians were part of 
the Slav-based Soviet Empire throughout much of the 20th 
century. The theocratic principle, in this case, is Peleg’s 
Nergalship of fire. As Prometheus, thief of fire, Peleg is “chained 
to Mount Caucasus.” The myth refers, not to Peleg personally but 
to the Caucasian stock, assuming that these were exiled to the 
Caucasus northward from Aratta under guard of ancestors of the 


Sauromatae led by Heth-Ur-Nanshe’s son Sirim. 
The Rasena-Etruscans were similarly attached to the 


Indian colony at Marhashi at the point of the western antelope of 
the Cernunnus panel. This race, eventually bound for Italy but 
originally inhabiting Phrygia as Tyrsenoi, were Japheth’s 
seventh tribe of Tiras. Japheth assigned them to his original 
claim land of Marhashi at the same time they the Indian 
protoplast took the same point as far south as Phoenicia. The 
race of Tiras took the western arm of the Hittite swastika in 
Cappadocia under Akurgal, Heth’s son and heir in the next era. 
The Baal celebrated at Ivriz depicts a lesser satrap at the side of 
the Baal. As a companion to Togarmah, the satrap suggests 
Akurgal just as this son of Heth stands before him in the Ur- 
Nanshe Plaque. In the rock-sculpture, the satrap is a figure of 
diminished size to the Baal’s right just as Akurgal is a figure of 
diminished size immediately to Ur-Nanshe’s right in the more 
primitively designed plaque. 

The roundabout logic of the Arabian system explains how the 
Basques, bound eventually for the Pyrenees of Spain and France, 
could have begun as local associates of the Iranian-Scythian 
protoplast at the Gutian point of the eastern antelope and then 
wound up in Baridishshu’s eastern branch of the preliminary 
dispersion. As the eastern arm of a clockwise swastika the 
expedition of this son of Heth turned southward and served as 
conduit for all the Arabian exiles massed on the northern coast of 
the Persian Gulf. Ancestors of the Basques got caught up in the 
rebellion of the Centum Aryans in Oman and were then planted 
by the European expedition on the Bay of Biscay. There they 
complement the Celtiberians of Tubal-Eber and represent Eber’s 
son Joktan-Meshech. 

The preliminary expedition can be worked out in greater 
detail. With the western interior arm falling in Cappadocia, it 
extends northward to Colchis marked by the Colchians of Shem’s 
son Hul together with the Argonautic family of Aeétes, Absyrtus 
and Medea— Noah and his two mulatto children Asir-Shiva and 
Isis-Parvati. The role played by Hul suggests that we have finally 
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discovered a role for Shem’s four sons. These complemented the 
work of Heth’s sons by guiding the exterior arms of the swastika 
design. We can now explain the identification of Shem’s son Uz- 
Scythes with one branch of the Scythian race by placing that 
branch in the exterior part of the northern arm turning eastward 
from the Caucasus into Scythia. Although Mash and Gether are 
represented by the Massogetae of Turkestan and Agathyrsians of 
northern Sarmatia, these two sons can be assigned places in 
exterior arms in the southeast and southwest. Gether readily 
identifies with the Gedrosians at the south end of the eastern 
branch formed by Baridishshu but disputes that name with a 
form with the distinct Hazarmaveth. 

Process of elimination places the white son of Bal and Anath, 
Math-Mash, at the southwestern end of a southern arm yet to be 
described. The interior branch of this arm necessarily involves 
Sumer. The system requires representation of Math at the end of 
the exterior branch west of Sumer. Given the character of the 
initial M as a labial semi-vowel, Ptolemy’s Chart XIX delivers an 
appropriate tribe name in the Bathanaei on the border of Syria 
and Arabia Deserta. Ptolemy also assigns the name Bathanaea 
Regio to land on either side of the Anti-Lebanon Mountains. Two 
names of interest north of the Bathanaei are Adada and 
Alamatha, the one matching Shem’s familiar Syrian pantheon 
name Adad and the other incorporating Math. The preliminary 
dispersion process of the period 2302-2278 can be tabulated as 
follows: 


Table 8.1 Preliminary Dispersion of the Hittite 
Swastika Design 2302-2278 [Book 242] 


Branch Location Son of Heth People Son 
of Shem People 
western Cappadoc | Ankura Tyrsenoi 
interior ia 
western Colchis Hul Colchians 
exterior 
northern Caucasus | Sirim Caucasi 
interior ans 
northern Scythia Uz Scythians 
exterior 
eastern Parthia Baridishs | Paradas 
interior hu 
eastern Gedrosia Gethe | Aratta 
exterior r exiles 
southern Sumer Akurgal Sumeria 
interior ns 
southern Arabia- Math- | Bathanaei 
exterior Syria Mash 
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Waddell gives a footnote to a son of Ur-Nanshe whom he 
calls “Aniarra” to the effect that the third symbol in the name 
reads ar rather than kur. Because he seems to have missed by 
naming Akurgal “Amadgal,” a restoration of the kur suggests that 
“Aniarra” can be read Ankura. If so the name agrees with the city 
Ancyra (Turkish Ankara) known in the time of Alexander the 
Great and located to the west of the Halys River opposite 
Cappadocia. From this point the Tyrsenoi of Tiras colonized 
Phrygia and eventually became the Rasena-Etruscans of Italy. 


Hittite Mythology 

Waddell’s stress on the Hittites calls attention to Hittite 

mythology. The Old Anatolian myth “The Disappearance of 
Telipinu” and Hurrian myth “The Song of Kumarbi (Shem)” are 
translated in Harry A. Hoffner Jr.’s Hittite Myths (Second Edition, 
1998). The Telipinu myth is another version of the Uruk- 
Aratta War with sharp focus on Peleg’s state of mind in the 
Aratta schism. Telipinu_is a second storm god, “son” of the 
great Storm God, whom Hoffner transliterates as the Hittite 
phrase U-unna. These two storm gods are Shem and Peleg 
appearing as they do as the two storm gods of the Prussians, 
Tar and Perkuna. The myth makes much of Telipinu’s state of 
alienation in keeping with our suggestion that Peleg was an 
angry man at the time of the schism. 
The Storm God complains to the other gods that his son has 
disappeared. The great mother goddess Hannahanna succeeds 
when she sends a lone and diminutive bee to find the alienated 
son. Distinct from Mahadevi-Kamrusepa, who also plays a role, 
Hannahanna is Uma, the great white mother Cybele-Rhea of 
Phrygia. Although our account of the Uruk-Aratta War requires 
that Kamrusepa-Tiamat is in league with the schism, the focus 
of the myth is solely on the alienation of Peleg-Kingu- 
Telipinu. The role played by Uma-Hannahanna in “sending out 
the bee” refers to the mission of the hero Lugalbanda-Shelah 
but in a different light as viewed by Hittites rather than 
Mesopotamians. The Caucasoid bias of the winners in the war 
suggests that Uma served the Erechite cause in keeping with her 
maternity of Japheth and Shem. The focal point of the myth is 
Telipinu’s “anger, wrath, sin and sullenness,” which is 
purged away by various ritual means, confirming that Peleg was 
soon reconciled and returned to Sumer to reign as Ur-lugal of 
First Uruk (Eanna) and Lugalannemundu of Adab. 

The bee image refers to messenger roles and is applied both 
to Ham as Syrian Hybla (Gutian Hablum) and to Shelah, 
Hannananna’s bee. Ham’s messenger role is_ established 
independently as the Olympian messenger god Hermes. 

The Hurrian Song of Kumarbi (Shem) features the theme 
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that Shem would have preferred to do away with the Inanna 
succession. Its setting is the creation of Shem’s five vassals of 
Genesis 10:22. Kumarbi (Shem) son of Alalu avenges the 
overthrow of Alalu by Anu after Alalu has reigned for nine years. 
The myth parallels the opening events of the Marduk Epic by 
beginning with the overthrow of Noah-Alalu by Anu, identified 
with his enemy Canaan as in the Akkadian epic. The nine-year 
reign yields a date for the political fall of Noah if it can be placed 
accurately in the framework of postdiluvian eras. The reign must 
have occurred prior to 2338 since all dynastic founders 
beginning then have been identified with other patriarchs. The 
only choice is 2368 when Noah re-founded Eridu; and it was 
there that Canaan’s son Sidon celebrated Noah’s overthrow by 
building the Apsu temple to himself as Enki. Noah’s overthrow 
must have occurred nine years later in 2359. 

In that year the world community was just beginning to build 
the third Sumerian city Uruk, seat of the goddess Inanna. 
Wolkstein’s translation of Inanna and the God of Wisdom makes 
it plain that this goddess and Sidon-Enki, her “father” and 
physical husband, were leagued together in building the 
specifically Sumerian version of the world. Inanna leaves Uruk to 
visit Enki at Eridu. He gets drunk and loudly raises “my daughter 
Inanna” to “The high priesthood! Godship! / The noble enduring 
crown! The throne of kingship!” (14). He offers her the package 
of priesthood, euhemeristic deification and kingship at the heart 
of early postdiluvian theocracy. The Sumerian myth concludes, 
“The people of Uruk are allies of the people of Eridu. Let the city 
of Uruk be restored to its great place.” (27) As an ideological 
statement focused by Sidon and his “daughter,” the myth 
proclaims the foundation of the Sumerian “nation.” 

The corresponding Song of Kumarbi (Shem) presents the 
event in terms of the Anship or power to represent heaven: 


For a mere nine years Alalu was king in heaven. In the ninth 
year Anu gave battle against Alalu and he defeated Alalu. He 
(Alalu) fled before him and went down to the Dark Earth, and 
Anu took his seat on his throne. Anu was sitting on his throne, 
and weighty Kumarbi (Shem) was giving him drink. Kumarbi 
(Shem) was bowing down at his feet and placing in his hand the 
drinking cups. For a mere nine years Anu remained king in 
heaven. In the ninth year Anu gave battle against Kumarbi 
(Shem). Kumarbi (Shem), Alalu’s offspring, gave battle against 
Anu. Anu can no longer withstand Kumarbi (Shem)’s eyes. Anu 
wriggled loose from (Kumarbi (Shem)’s) hands and fled. He set 
out for the sky. (But) Kumarbi (Shem) rushed after him, seized 
Anu by the feet/legs, and dragged him down from the sky. 
(Hoffner, 42) 
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If hostilities actually broke out between Shem and Canaan as 
early as 2350 during the Sumerian building program, the conflict 
would have laid the groundwork for the estrangement of parts of 
the Cernunnus order after 2338. In Table 4.2 we have observed 
the opposed rams at Umma and Lagash at a point as early as 
2338 more than sixty years before the war between Umma and 
Lagash as depicted in the Stele of the Vultures. In the First Kish 
period Lagash was already identified with Canaan-Gunidu and his 
Germanic branch of the Aryan protoplast. Shem was as clearly 
identified with the Balto-Slavic people at Umma. Therefore the 
Song of Kumarbi (Shem) has informed us of the exact years when 
that conflict first arose in Sumer even before the cities of Lagash 
and Umma were founded between 2356 and 2348. 

This Hurrian myth identifies Shem as Kumarbi in a role 
distinct from his standard Hittite identity as the greater Storm 
God. In doing so it acknowledges the Hamite penetration of the 
imperial line of Shem with the birth of Shelah, oldest of the 
patriarchs named in Genesis 10:22. This acknowledgment takes a 
bizarre form. After Anu (Canaan) defeats Alalu, Kumarbi (Shem) 
swallows Anu’s “manhood” and is impregnated with five sons, 
which Anu describes as a burden: 


“Stop rejoicing within yourself! I have placed inside you a 
burden. First, I have impregnated you with the noble Storm God 
(=Tessub). Second, I have impregnated you with the irresistible 
Aranzah River. Third, I have impregnated you with the noble 
Tasmisu. (And) two additional terrible gods (perhaps A.GILIM 
and KA.ZAL) I have placed inside you as burdens. In the future 
you will end up striking the boulders of Mount Tassa with your 
head!” (43) 


The myth suggests that the five vassals of 10:22 were forced on 
Shem against his will as though he would have preferred to take 
vassals from his own male line of Arphaxad I, Obal and Sheleph. 
Instead he had to accept Anu-Canaan’s progeny through Sidon 
and _ Inanna-Uzal. Tessub represents the secondary storm god 
Peleg as Lud of the 10:22 pentad. The name of the river god 
Aranzah, in this context, suggests a cognate to Aram, the general 
winner Joktan, Peleg’s brother. The names A.GILIM and KA.ZAL 
are placed by Hoffner in all-capitals to indicate Hurrian gods 
concealed behind Sumerian names. In context A.GILIM suggests 
Gilgamesh-Eber, Elam of 10:22. Analogously KA.ZAL answers to 
Sumerian Asalluhe, counterpart to Marduk and therefore the 
hero Shelah-Lugalbanda, Arphaxad II of 10:22. Process of 
elimination identifies “noble Tasmisu” with Asshur, 
Shemite name of Nimrod-Sargon. The myth powerfully 
confirms our doctrine that the blood of Canaan entered the 
imperial line of the sons of Shem in Genesis 11 from Shelah 
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forward. It adds that Shem was grudgingly permitted to share in 
the Genesis 10 system of feudal lordships under conditions of 
Canaan’s_ and Sidon’s choosing. In terms of the Marduk Epic 
Shem-Mummu was taken captive by Sidon-Ea and never quite 
free to work his own will and that of Noah in forming the Genesis 


10 political system. 
According to Hoffner, the central theme of the Kumarbi 


(Shem) Cycle is the attempt by Kumarbi (Shem) to overthrow 
the dominant power of Tessub-Peleg. In shifting focus from Anu- 
Canaan to Tessub-Peleg, Hoffner indicates that the next step in 
the conflict is between Shem and the imperial family of Agade 
starting with Reu-Sargon’s predecessor Peleg-Lugalannemundu. 
Tessub-Peleg intervenes between the stage when Anu-Canaan 
was the chief adversary and the mid-23rd century stage when 
Shem’s chief enemy was Sargon. Kumarbi (Shem)’s instruments 
for undoing Tessub are a series of beings named Lamma, Silver 
(personified), Hedammu and Ullikummi, “enemy of Kummi,” 
(Tessub’s cult center in northern Mesopotamia). Our 
identifications of Kumarbi (Shem) with Shem and Tessub with 
Peleg explain this theme as a traditional reading of the anti- 
Akkadian league since the Akkadian emperors were Peleg’s 
extended family. In effect the Hurrian myth traces the anti- 
Akkadian league back to Shem’s consternation at having to 
accept the family of Shelah, Eber, Peleg and Joktan as his vassals 
and heirs despite their descent from the male line of his old 
adversary Canaan-Anu. 

This tension between Shem and the family of Shelah also 
explains the central theme of Ugaritic mythology: the conflict 
between Shem-Bal and Shelah-Tr Il. Although Shelah’s family 
were Shem’s descendants through his granddaughter Inanna, he 
apparently never accepted them as he would have his own male 
line of Arphaxad, Obal and Sheleph. This alienation of Shem from 
his Canaanite heirs set the stage of the epic conflict between 
Teutons and Slavs climaxing in the greater World War II Battle of 
Stalingrad. As we have seen, the Teutons are to the gene pool of 
Canaan and Sidon what the Slavs are to the contrasting line of 
Obal and Sheleph. The same logic applies to the struggle 
between Alexander Nevsky’s Russians and the Teutonic Knights 
in the 13th century. 

The outlandish character of Tessub’s adversaries in the 
Kumarbi (Shem) Cycle invites an allegorical interpretation. The 
four persons are the god Lamma, personified Silver, the sea 
monster Hedammu and the stone monster Ullikummi. The best 
explanation of these four is as distinct regions of the anti- 
Akkadian league in the twenty-second century. Ullikummi, a 
gigantic mass of stone begotten by Kumarbi (Shem), suggests the 
hursag or uplands of the Gutians, the most successful enemies of 
the Akkadians. As correlative the god Lamma suggests the land 
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Elam (Lumma) as Japheth-Kedorlaomer’s base in the latter part 
of the century. If the equation between Hedammu and Heth holds 
true, Waddell emphasizes that Ur-Nanshe-Heth founded a Panch- 
ala or Phoenician dynasty. In that case he shared in the 
Mediterranean coastal system of the Javanites that eventually led 
to the ill-fated anti-Akkadian stand in the Nile Delta. A logical 
way to locate the other term, personified Silver, is to consider 
where silver was either mined or hoarded in the _ third 
millennium. In later, biblical times kings of Arabia brought silver 
and gold to Solomon (II Chronicles 9:14). If silver was strongly 
enough associated with Arabia in the minds of the Hurrians, the 
Kumarbi (Shem) Cycle presents personified Silver as a symbol of 
the thirty-two Arabian kings whom Manishtushu conquered in 
clearing his way to Egypt. Those thirty-two were all members of 
the Noahic elite and the largest single bloc of such patriarchs in 
the anti-Akkadian league. 

These reflections on allegory are a reminder of the central 
importance of both system and symbol in the design of the 
Noahic theocracy. At the center of that design was the thirty-year 
module era marked by feasts or assemblies of the gods in order 
to determine the political order of each new era. As Inanna and 
the God of Wisdom reveals, kingship was grounded in godhood. 
Without understanding the sort of godhood affirmed in Psalm 82, 
it is impossible to appreciate the Noahic theocracy or to interpret 
data of the third millennium. In one sense rulers of that age were 
mere mortals; but mere mortality cannot account for their 
accomplishment. Priests of that age were hardly the servants of 
nothing even though the priests of Baal by the time of Elijah had 
nothing but empty human tradition to show for their devotion. 
The call of Abraham and Exodus of Moses made a difference. 

The anti-Akkadian league in general included the thirty-two 
Arabian kings conquered by Manishtushu. Note that those thirty- 
two kings plus the twenty-one Gutian rulers equal fifty-three, a 
close approximation of the total of fifty-four given for the Noahic 
elite. Information supplied by Waddell— in this case an 
inscription by Manishtushu— reveals that the anti-Akkadian 
league involved Arabia as well as the Amorites, Gutians and the 
coalition of in Libya. In fact the totals in Gutium and Arabia yield 
such a close counterpart to the fifty-four inductees of Noah’s 
family that the anti-Akkadian league must have been originally 
formed by the entire fraternity of Genesis 10. Because the fifty- 
four elite originally included the Akkadians Reu, Serug and 
Nahor of Genesis 11, the effective total is reduced to fifty-one, 
just two fewer than the fifty-three that results from summing the 
Gutians and Arabians. 

If the thirty-two Arabian kings were all Noahic elite, they 
were holding positions along coasts of Arabia in order to check 
the advance of the Akkadians into Egypt via the Persian Gulf and 
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Red Sea. The Libyan coalition at the head of the Amerindian 
protoplast was seeking to secure Egypt from an Akkadian 
invasion from the Mediterranean or perhaps from the Red Sea 
through a short canal as suggested by Waddell. The identities of 
the Arabian thirty-two can be established in this case by simply 
eliminating the names of elite princes identified as Gutian. For 
example the thirty-two would include all eleven females: the 
antediluvian Mahadevi tetrad, the Joktanite Uzal-Inanna, the four 
female members of the Mizraim clan and Noah’s four daughters. 
Assignment of the matriarchs to Arabia follows logically from the 
Braided Goddess panel where Mahadevi is pictured as the 
empress of Arabia, her antediluvian homeland Havilah. The 
migration of the thirty-two to Arabia was obviously connected 
with the development of the “Four Rivers of Hades” as explained 
in Chapter Two. 


A PRE-AKKADIAN Hittite Empire 

Because of a Phoenician tradition that the race came from 
the Persian Gulf via the Red Sea, Waddell suggests that Ur- 
Nanshe was connected with Phoenicia as well as India. As 
Haryashva, Ur-Nanshe is said (as fifteenth king the lunar Puru 
line) to have founded the Panch-ala dynasty. Waddell identifies 
this dynasty as Phoenician by matching the name Panch with 
Poeni-Phoenix. In developing his Aryan supremacist belief, he 
knows that it is difficult to convince anyone that the Sumerian 
and Egyptian leaders were Indo-Europeans; so he works from 
surrounding nations known to have been either Aryan or partly 
Aryan: Hittites, Indo-Aryans and Phoenician rulers. He published 
a separate book arguing for example that the Celtic Aryans of 
Britain were transplanted Phoenicians. The upshot of these views 
is that a proto-Hittite empire developed in the first half of 
the 23rd_ century foreshadowing the Akkadian Empire at 
mid-century. This empire was based at Sumerian-speaking 
Lagash and extended to India, Phoenicia and Cappadocia 
in the mountains north of Syria. The Cappadocian part 
survived to become the Hittite Empire of the second 
millennium. 


Waddell’s View of the Akkadians 


In the absence of Noahic insight, Waddell attempts to derive 
the Sumerians from ancestors of the Hittites at “Hawk City” in 
Cappadocia. An ardent devotee of the British Second Empire, he 
naturally seizes on whatever evidence he can find of the early 
colonization of India by ancestors of his Phoenician and Aryan 
British. Viewing both the Sumerians and Akkadians as Aryans, he 
does not discriminate between the Lagashite and Akkadian 
phases of this colonial enterprise. Of course the Akkadians were 
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themselves East Semitic speakers (contrary to Waddell’s 
opinion); so, if Waddell is right in claiming to decipher nine 
seals by Manishtushu in the Indus Valley, we have 
established India as an extension of the Semitic as well as 
Sumerian and Aryan worlds. In our view these different 
linguistic nationalities are nothing but details of a 
universal Noahic empire. Waddell has succeeded in showing 
that the Akkadians were known to Indo-Aryan tradition as though 
they were Indo-Aryans; but that does not necessarily mean that 
they spoke Aryan personally. In this regard Waddell was blinded 
by a ridiculous and meaningless contempt for the Semitic 
linguistic stock. That attitude had been cultivated by Germans 
and others from the discovery of the Indo-European stock by Sir 
William Jones late in the 18th century. By the 1920s the 
Philadelphian belief in the Brotherhood of Man had degenerated 
into a stupid and murderous devotion to the Aryan Brotherhood. 
Waddell’s concept becomes vitally important in his equation 
of two Akkadian emperors with Egyptian Menes and Narmer 
(Nahor) after matching the three chief emperors with three 
Indian rulers. The basic connection is that seizure of Egypt was 
part of the same program which maintained a colony in India. 
Kramer affirms that India, Ethiopia and Egypt were well 
known to the Sumerians as Dilmun, Meluhha (1) and 
Magan. Waddell’s Egyptian equations shatter any respect I 
might have ever felt for conventional Egyptian chronology and 
has resulted in my radical view that the Old Kingdom was an 
affair of the 22nd century. Waddell equips Sargon, 
Manishtushu and Naram Sin with the Indo-Aryan names 
Sagara, Manasyu and a version of Naram Sin just as I equip 
them with the West Semitic, Hebrew names Reu, Serug and 
Nahor. He assures us that Manishtushu also bore the name Aha, 
sometimes compounded into Aha Men. The proliferation of names 
and titles was the essence of early post-diluvian culture because 
the elite were never confined to our sort of national identities. 
They were never members of nations but independent creators of 
nations and, as such, reckoned as gods just as the Bible reports 
that the nation-builder Moses was to be a “god before Pharaoh” 
and Aaron his prophet. 
[ (1) See Clyde Winters, Meluhha Was In Africa. “Some people believe that 
Meluhha was the ancient name of the Harappan civilization of India. This is 
wrong, Meluhha was the name for the ancient civilization of Punt... Sumerian 
texts claim the Puntites traded with the people of the Indus Valley or Dilmun. 
According to S.N. Kramer in The Sumerians, part of Punt was probably called 
Meluhha, and Dilmun was probably the ancient name of the Indus Valley. The 
Mesopotamians applied the term Meluhha to ancient Kush and Punt, the 
countries below and east of Egypt according to Samuel Noah Kramer, in The 
Sumerians ( University of Chicago Press, 1963, pp.276-285). The Akkadians, 
according to Kramer said that Meluhha was “the place of black men” (see 
p.277) . Since the Sumerians were called the “black headed” people, the 
reference to Melubha as the land of the black man probably refers to Kush-Punt 
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Waddell points out that his Indian list omits Sargon’s lesser 
son Rimush as does the Genesis 11 genealogy. The scholar 
describes the name Sagara as an “imperial solar title used by 
himself in one of his Indus Valley seals” (201). Far from squatting 
at Agade like a polygenetic “Semite” in the nationalistic sense, 
Sargon may have gone to the Indus Valley just as his son 
went both to Ionia and Egypt. I have commented on the value 
of the Turkish river name Sakarya for the Sangarius, which is 
given a river god by that name in a part of the world dominated 
by Sargon-Nimrod, the Aryan Sagara. We will see that Sargon 
invaded Asia Minor where he conquered the Yavana- 
Ionians. 

In closing the conceptual gap between Mesopotamia and 
India, Waddell treats the Indian solar capital Ayodhya as 
referring to Agade in the Purana Epics, which record kings long 
before the Aryans came to India. In rejecting Christianity as 
Semitic, the author repeatedly praises his Aryan heroes for 
worshipping the sun in what he regards as a safe-and-sane 
ancient version of rational and moral deism. This modern idea of 
solar worship derived from the 18th century “Enlightenment” 
culture expressed in Mozart’s Masonic opera The Magic Flute. 
We have seen that the solar principle stands for imperialism; and 
there is never any doubt that Waddell is steeped in the culture of 
the British Second Empire. 

Waddell quotes at length an Indian narrative on the birth of 
the ruler he regards as the Indian version of Sargon. He 
theorizes that Sargon’s parents were driven into temporary 
obscurity by the same hostility of Lugalzagesi (shortened to 
Zagisi) that ravaged Lagash in the time of Ur Nanshe’s 
successors. The Indian narrative concludes that “Sagara, after 
recovering his kingdom, reigned over the seven-zoned earth with 
undisputed dominion” (204) Waddell then matches certain details 
of the Indian legend with the Mesopotamian legend of Sargon 
including the role of a tutor in each case. That stress on the 
tutelage of a fire priest or “Man of Fire” instantly gets my 
attention because we have seen that the patriarch often 
associated with fire is Peleg, Reu-Sargon’s nominal father and 
actual uncle. The Mesopotamian text quoted by the scholar states 
that the Akkadian founder knew his uncle but not his father: “My 
father I knew not. The brother of my father dwells in the 
mountain.” (205) This uncle in the “mountain,” however, cannot 
be Peleg, who figures as the tutor. As a brother of Sargon’s 
actual father Cush, the mountain uncle can be any of the other 
sons of Ham. The Mesopotamian version of the fire priest is 
named “Akki, drawer of water.” 

Waddell leaves no doubt of a thoroughgoing cross-cultural 
exchange between Mesopotamia and India: “The agreement 
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shown in the Table between the Indian and Babylonian tradition 
is strikingly conclusive, and affords another instance of the 
historicity of the Indian records as a source of Sumerian history.” 
(208) This radical exchange of traditions, based on international 
monogenesis and imperial initiatives, seems fantastic to 
polygenetic minds until everybody acts surprised to discover 
rulers with transparent Indo-Aryan names among _ the 
Phoenicians of North Canaan. Polygenesis is a conceptual 
disease, a fixed idea, like the involuntary opinion that Jesus was 
an imposter. 

The Aryan supremacist quotes another document in which he 
discovers what he regards as the full name of Sargon’s father. He 
finds two different lists in which this name is given a repeated 
variation Purugin (214), transparently an “r” variant of “Puluga” 
as in Phrixus and Frey (Fricco). From his Indian chronicle, 
Waddell observes that Sagara conquered the Pahlavas, consistent 
with the name Pahlava for Persia. He interprets the title of Ur- 
Nanshe’s son Aniarra as “Pal the Protector,” a_ possible 
explanation of the Pahlavas as complement to the Parada- 
Parthians of Aniarra’s brother Barid-ishuishu. An inscription by 
Mesopotamian Sargon reports that the emperor was the “smiter 
of Elam and Barashi.” (217) As a retrospect on Ur Nanshe’s 
family, Waddell claims that the Indus Valley was first conquered 
by Ur-Nanshe’s heir Akurgal (Madgal). Disputing the equation of 
the name Subartu with northern Subaria, the author claims that 
Sargon’s conquest of “Subartu” really referred to the Indus 


Valley. 
The summary of Sargon’s conquests now turns west into the 


Mediterranean where an important detail states that this 
conquest occurred “in the eleventh year.” (220) If this means the 
eleventh since Sargon’s accession, it dates the conquest in the 
Mediterranean in the year 2233. Such an event helps to set the 
stage for the seizure of Egypt by Sargon’s successors. The 
summary includes a conquest in Ionia, placing Sargon-Nimrod 
immediately in the land where we have we located Nimrod three 
times as Ion, Orion and Helius. Waddell identifies the Ionians 
with the Yavanas of his Indian chronicles. If we equate the 
Yavanas with biblical Javan, the conquest anticipates the 
overthrow of the Javanite predynastic Pharoahs Ro and Khetm in 
Egypt by Menes and Narmer (Nahor). Presumably Nimrod took 
the name Ion as a sign of supplanting Javan as lord of the 
Ionians. Events in Ionia foreshadowed the Akkadian-Javanite 
conflict that ended in the deaths of the four Javanite vassals in 
the Delta in 2181 fifty-two years later. 

Waddell points out an analogy between Sargon and 
Alexander the Great and quotes a source stating that “’ 5400 men 
eat daily before him,’” giving some idea of the establishment at 
Agade. To tighten the identification of Sargon with Sagara of his 
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Indian chronicle, the unconventional scholar claims to have 
deciphered a seal found in the Indus Valley with the title “Sagara 
of Agdu,” (226), Agdu being a familiar form of the name Agade or 
Akkad. He adds and displays six more seals discovered at 
Mohenjo Daro referring to Sargon. One of the seals names the 
land of Akkad “Uri,” the same name applied to it elsewhere. 
Another of the seals, Waddell believes, refers to Egypt as 
“Khamaessi land” (228); and still another refers to Sargon as 
Paru or “Pharaoh.” 

At the opening of his Chapter 14, Waddell introduces his 
crucial Akkadian hypothesis concerning Egyptian Dynasty I. 
Because he views Sargon’s son Manishtushu as the first dynastic 
Pharaoh Menes, he regards Sargon himself as a predynastic 
pharaoh. That may be true if Sargon can be identified as one of 
the ten such pharaohs mentioned by Manetho; but Waddell is 
entirely mistaken in identifying Sargon, Manishtushu and Naram 
Sin with Ka-ap, Ro and Khetm. There the scholar overreached 
himself. These predynastics were Sargon’s adversaries Sidon, 
Rodan and Cadmus-Kittim, rulers of Egypt before the last two 
were slain by Narmer (Nahor). Still Waddell is on the right track. 
He disputes the conventional view of the “independent origin of 
Egyptian Civilization’— that pretext for enforcing polygenetic 
dogma. Instead of reasoning forward from Sargon to Menes, he 
begins with an equation between Menes and Manasyu or Asa 
Manja of the Indian source: 


“ Amongst them Pra-Vira had by his wife Acchura Seni a son 
named Manasyu of the line of Prabhu [‘Pharaoh’], the royal eye of 
the line of Gopta [Kopt or Egypt] and the four ends of the earth. 
Manasyu by Su-Vira’s daughter begat three more sons Shakta, 
Samhani and Vagma, all heroes and mighty chariot warriors” 
(230) 


The brackets are Waddell’s. He has explained why Pra-Vira is 
another name of Sagara. If full identities could be given to 
Acchura Seni and and “Su-Vira’s daughter,” we could identify the 
mother of Serug-Menes and perhaps Nahor; but the same could 
be said for the mothers of Manishtushu and Naram Sin in 
Mesopotamian tradition. The names Shakta, Samhani and Vagma 
expand the sons of Serug from one to three. If the “line of 
Prabhu” indicates a title equivalent to “Pharaoh,” that Egyptian 
title signifies the imperial line of Shem as named in Genesis 11. 
The text quoted here begins with Manasyu’s grandfather Puru, 
Waddell’s Purugin, our Puluga-Peleg. 

An important theme of the Indian chronicle is that Manasyu 
or Asa Manja rebelled against his father. That rebellion explains 
why Manishtushu’s younger brother Rimush reigned before he 
did. Waddell claims that the seizure of Egypt took place in this 
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period of rebellion. Because the scholar claims that Sargon was a 
predynastic pharaoh, the seizure meant taking the Nile colony 
from Sargon rather than from the separate family of Sidon and 
the vassals of Javan. Waddell’s theory of the rebellion can be 
reconciled with mine on the basis that Sargon intended to work 
amicably with Sidon’s Javanite group even after the conquest of 
Ionia. His son’s rebellion broke down that agreement and 
eventually led to the violent deaths of the four vassals of Javan. 

At this point in his text, Waddell sketches some of his 
personal history. He took a particular interest in Egypt in the 
1880s. From that point he acquired knowledge of Indian 
Sanskrit, Sumerian and Egyptian and claims to have built his 
theory from a trilingual approach to these cultures. In the 1880s 
the British Second Empire was reaching its height in the days of 
Rudyard Kipling. It is this imperialist culture which enabled 
Waddell to think in cross-cultural terms rather than losing 
himself in a single national culture in standard polygenetic 
fashion. On this basis he claims that the Egyptian pronunciation 
of Menes was actually Manj, narrowing the phonetic gap 
between the pharoah and Indian Asa Manja. He explains the 
latter part of the Akkadian name Manishtushu as an epithet 
meaning “the warrior.” Hallo gives the name a completely 
different etymological meaning. 

Waddell explains that Manetho inspired the term 
“predynastic pharaoh” by listing ten rulers who reigned at Thinis 
near Abydos for 350 years down to the time of Menes. If those 
350 years are projected forward, they end in 2168, a decade 
before the Pyramid Dynasty began. Just as Manetho’s cumulative 
span of 955 years for the Old Kingdom apes the 950 years of 
Noah’s lifetime, the 350 years are identical to the postdiluvian 
part of that lifespan, Noah dying in 2168. These figures were 
imposed on Egyptian history by the mystical ideology of Sidon- 
Ptah, who considered himself Apsu II, Noah’s personal 
supplanter and alter ego. To fill in the Egyptian picture, we must 
answer the question of how long Sidon and his grandsons 
reigned at Thinis before the Akkadian takeover. Sidon reigned as 
Kalbum at Kish 2278, forty-five years before the eleventh year of 
Sargon. We need to learn what brought Sidon to Egypt during 
those decades. By adopting the name Ka-ap, shortened from his 
Indian name Kasyapa the Sage, he appears to have entered Egypt 
to establish his identity as the wisdom god Ptah among the 
Hamites. 

An additional clue is that Manetho’s list of predynastics 
totaled ten, just one short of the eleven we have learned to be 
Sidon’s module for building feudal groups. Since we know that 
Sidon’s younger brother Heth had created his own set of eleven 
to lead the army of Aratta, it makes sense that Sidon should 
attempt to duplicate such a group. A western set of eleven under 
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Sidon would explain the Hellenic concept of Sidon as Poseidon, 
god of the sea, and account for the remarkable Belus-Agenor 
family derived from Poseidon. We recall that Agenor-Elishah of 
the Javanite tetrad fathered Cadmus of Hellenic Thebes; Phoenix- 
Tarshish of Phoenicia; Cilix, eponym of Cilicia; the female 
Europa, carried into Crete by Zeus; and Lelex, eponym of the 
Leleges of coastal Asia Minor. Agenor’s brother Belus-Marduk- 
Shelah begat the complementary Javanite Rodan-Ro-Danaus and 
Aegyptus, eponym of Egypt. This Greek tradition pinpoints the 
core of Sidon’s western eleven in a single stroke and confirms 
that the Javanites colonized a variety of eastern Mediterranean 
coasts in addition to serving as Egyptian predynastic Pharaohs. 
[EDITOR: Greece was a colonial enterprise from Egypt: W. 
Smiths says, according to Greek tradition, “Argos, ...is said to have 
been founded by the Egyptian Danaus, who fled to Greece [from Egypt] 
with his fifty daughters, to escape from the persecution of their suitors, 
the fifty sons of his brother AEgyptus. The Egyptian stranger was elected 
king by the natives [Pelasgians], and from him the tribe of the Danai 
derived their name,...” W. Smith. A Smaller History of Greece. 

I have no information on why the Hellenes applied the name 
of Cadmus’ Hellenic Thebes to Wazet, the greater Thebes of 
Lower (North) Egypt. What I do know is that Cadmus-Kittim was 
both the ancestor of the Thraco-Phrygian Macedonians of 
Alexander and the predynastic Pharaoh Khetm at Thinis, also in 
Lower (North) Egypt. Hebrew tradition applies the name Kittim 
to the Macedonians of Alexander. The Greek eponym of the 
Macedonians, Macednus, contains within it the element “- 
cednus” as though the original name and title was something like 
Ama Khetm. Agenor’s daughter Europa accounts for Crete in a 
process extending from the Aegean along the Levantine coast to 
Egypt. The Leleges of Lelex are placed on the coast of Asia Minor 
by the Iliad. Belus’ son Ro-Danaus corresponds to Rhodes off the 
coast to the south. Cilicia of Cilix lies at the right turn from the 
southern coast of Asia Minor to the coast of Syria, Phoenicia and 
Canaan. Elishah-Agenor is placed at Cyprus by the traditional 
Alashiya for that island. Phoenix-Tarshish falls into place as the 
source of the name Phoenicia applied to the sea people whose 
rulers displayed Indo-Aryan names much to the delight of 
Waddell. Additional members of the clan given by the Hellenes 
include Poseidon himself, Agenor-Elishah, Belus-Shelah and 
Aegyptus. These four complete the ten suggested by Manetho. 

Sargon-Nimrod’s adoption of the name Ion implies that he 
himself was reckoned the eleventh member of Sidon’s western 
eleven. After all he was the great-grandson of Belus-Shelah 
through Eber and Peleg. As Shelah’s heir, Eber himself figures as 
Belus’ son Aegyptus. Although the name Aegyptus has not been 
added to the list of identities 
under Tubal, his derivation from black Kali makes him a more 
likely candidate for identification with Aegyptus than either of 
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Shelah’s other two sons, Athtar-Assaracus or Mot-Hazarmaveth. 
If so, the predynastic group formed by Sidon numbered in its 
membership three of the imperial heirs of Shem: Shelah, Eber 
and Reu. One motive for Manishtushu’s rebellion against his 
father is the exclusion of the next two heirs, starting with 
himself, from Sidon’s alliance. That explanation in turn gives 
Nahor-Narmer (Nahor) a sufficient motive to slay the Javanites as 
four members of the alliance which had eclipsed Menes and 
himself. If events had gone differently, Genesis 10 might have 
contained another set of vassals; and instead of the four Javanites 
it might have included, not only Serug and Nahor but the next 
two generations with Terah and Abram. We know from Genesis 
12:10-20 that Abram spent time in Egypt. 

Waddell’s ardent assertion that Phoenician rulers were 
Aryans is commonly accepted today except that the polygenetic 
spirit demands that that fact be ignored as much as possible. In 
attempting to extend the same international Aryan identity to 
Sumer, he declares that Ur-Nanshe was a Phoenician Aryan. This 
view underscores Heth’s fraternal relationship to Sidon and 
reminds us that Hallo’s Figure 9 dates Sidon-Kalbum at Kish just 
before the beginning of Ur-Nanshe’s reign at Lagash. Clearly the 
elevens of Sidon and Heth were based on a coordinated concept. 
The Ur-Nanshe dynasty of the Second Kish period was the 
mirror-image of Sidon’s predynastic group in the West. 

Waddell conceives of the Lower (North) Egyptian necropolis 
at Abydos as the final resting place of Sargon, whom he pictures 
as “one of us,” a Nordic Aryan. Reu actually died in 2148 at the 
height of the pyramid building age at Memphis near the border 
of Lower and Lower (North) Egypt. Reu outlived Noah by twenty 
years and his grandson Nahor-Narmer (Nahor) by twenty-nine. 
Nahor died so soon after his victory in the Nile Delta— only three 
or four years— that one suspects a violent end. The same applies 
to Reu’s father Peleg, who died the previous year in 2178 in the 
Battle of Teutates. It would appear that vengeance struck the 
Akkadian-Egyptians soon after Nahor executed the six sons of 
Ham and four Javanites. Nahor lived by the sword and died by it, 
leaving his grandson Abram to live otherwise. 

When Waddell crosses over into the dynastic period of the 
Egyptian Old Kingdom in Chapter 15, he offers an insight which 
can destroy the very anti-biblical secularism that he stood for. 
Logically the equation of Menes with Manishtushu cannot stand 
while the traditional Egyptian chronology is in vogue; and as long 
as the Egyptian chronology is consensus, scholars will not and, in 
a sense, cannot believe in the Genesis account of human origins. 
If the Menes-Manishtushu equation is ever credited, the 
historical underpinnings of classic polygenetic secularism will 
begin to crumble and fall. Waddell states his crucial thesis 
toward the opening of Chapter 15: 
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In the previous chapter we have discovered that Menes is a 
truly historical personage, and identical with the famous emperor 
Manis-Tusu or “Mani-the-Warrior” (see his portrait in PL. Xb and 
Fig. 32) the son of the Sumerian world-emperor “Sargon”’-the 
Great, and identical with Manasyu, “the Prabhu of Gopta, “or Asa- 
Manja, the son of the world-emperor Kuni or Sha-Kuni (i.e. 

“Sargon) of the Indian Chronicles. (256-257) 


The argument of the “previous chapter” is that Menes and 
his father were predynastic pharaohs identifiable as two of the 
Khetm-Ro-Ka-ap trio. My own work undermines that theory while 
supporting the view that Khetm, Ro and Ka-ap were 
“Sumerians,” that is, early postdiluvians. So what remains of 
Waddell’s theory? What he has actually accomplished is to show 
from his Indian sources that the Akkadian emperors cannot be 
confined to the East Semitic world in the polygenetic fashion 
which imprisons rulers in local, homegrown cultures. His case 
for Menes-Manishtushu and Narmer (Nahor)-Naram Sin expands 
the international image he has established by a comparison of 
the Sumerian and Indian records. Like me he recognizes that 
Menes and Narmer (Nahor) were by no means grown of the Nile 
but derived from a family of international aristocrats. Failing to 
recognize Noahic monogenesis, he nevertheless observes the 
results of it in Mesopotamia, India and Egypt. 

In a way Waddell reasons from his own version of 
international monogenesis: 


The genealogy of Menes’ father Sargon was given in the 
previous chapter, continuously back to the First King of the First 
Sumerian or Aryan Dynasty [at] the Dawn of Civilization, 
disclosing Menes also to be of Sumerian or Aryan race. 

(257) 


Waddell treats his beloved Aryan “first king” as we Christians 
regard Adam or Noah. The difference is that his sacrosanct 
Aryans are pictured as surrounded by a world of savage 
aborigines in a world which, for him, is strictly polygenetic. After 
the end of World War II and the disrepute placed on Western 
imperialism and Aryan supremacy, the basic character of 
polygenesis was changed into a “kinder, gentler” form: a Nativist 
view that all people are homegrown innocents locked up safely in 
local cultures before ambitious imperialists disturb their peace. 
Between the 1880s and 1920s, Waddell modeled his view of the 
Sumerian-Aryan master race on the example of the British 
Second Empire and Kipling’s “white man’s burden.” Waddell 
reasons from a very real racial distinction between the 
predominantly white Aryans, Sumerians and Egyptians and much 
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of the rest of mankind separated from the whites by the effects of 
the Uruk-Aratta War. Because the whites won the war, the grain- 
rich Fertile Crescent fell into their hands; and the result is that 
much of the “making of civilization in race and history” also fell 
to their lot. The “white man’s burden” dates from a duel fought 
near Saqqez in Iran. Neither Adam nor Noah was white; but 
Sidon, who overthrew Noah’s authority, was the prototypical 
Caucasoid. Sidon also commanded the Enkiship or cultus of El 
Olam, the God of eternal wisdom, with prodigious results for 
such later phenomena as Greek philosophy and Western science. 
These are the genuine materials that went to make up Waddell’s 
false dogma of Aryan supremacy. To regard whites as generally 
superior to blacks or Asians is to suppose that God as El Olam or 
Yahweh is superior to God as Elohim or El Shaddai— an 
absurdity. Distinctions exist but God is always equal to Himself. 

After quoting a passage from an Indian chronicle on 
Manasyu’s rebellion against his father, Waddell adds information 
from Indus Valley seals. He claims that Manishtushu left nine 
seals there. He transliterates and translates these seals for us. 
The seventh seal reads as follows: 


Shag-man Aha ma-(es)-gan-mush. 
Under-King-Companion AHA of Ma-(es)-gan and Mush(sir) 
[Egypt]. (266) 


He has explained that Shag-man or “under-king-companion” 
means viceroy of the emperor. Aha is one of Manishtushu’s 
names as well as Men in these seals. We have seen that Pharaoh 
Aha is distinct from Narmer (Nahor) in Simpson and gives a firm 
identity to Menes as Manishtushu’s name in Egypt. Waddell 
interprets Manishtushu, at this stage in his career, as crown 
prince and Indian viceroy of Sargon. The appearances of the title 
Bara in two of the seals is interpreted as “Pharaoh” and 
“evidences the free intercommunication of the Indus Valley with 
Egypt in his reign.” (267) 

Waddell goes on to quote an inscription of Manishtushu 
recording the conquest of lands in Arabia. By numbering the 
Arabian kings he conquers at thirty-two the inscription enables 
me to complete the picture of the anti-Akkadian league as the 
sum of twenty-one of the Noahic elite assigned to Gutium and the 
rest to posts along the Arabian coasts. Significantly Gutium in the 
Zagros Mountains was the original post-diluvian claim land of 
Mahadevi just as Arabia was her native land and “empire” as 
shown in the Braided Goddess panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. 
Manishtushu was able to wipe out the opposition in Arabia in 
clearing the Akkadian Lower Sea route to Egypt; but the Gutians 
succeeded in sacking Agade in the reign of his successor Naram 
Sin. 
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The inscription states that Manishtushu crosses the Arabian 
Sea to attack Arabia after the conquest of Anshan-Persia and 
“Shu-Edin-hum,” which Waddell interprets as the Indus Valley. 
Kramer acknowledges that one land conquered by Sargon, 
Meluhha, may encompass “India, Egypt and Ethiopia.” (The 
Sumerians, 61) So Waddell’s theory has been confirmed to the 
extent of allowing the Akkadians to possess India and Egypt. 
Since 1963 the concept has been forgotten by ideologues that 
cannot bear to think about imperialism except as a propaganda 
bogey. That is why the majority of American school children 
cannot find Iraq on a map. As for scholars who can find Iraq on a 
map the Egyptian chronology is so deeply rooted in the secular 
worldview that Kramer reflects on Meluhha without disturbing 
this “modern” mindset. 

Waddell never had to face a chronological challenge to his 
Manishtushu-Menes equation because he adopts a now 
impossibly high Sumerian chronology with the effect of 
synchronizing it with the Egyptian Old Kingdom in conventional 
terms. Hallo, by 1971, retreated from the Meluhha concept by 
treating the Akkadians more as a local Semitic kingdom than as 
an empire. Polygenism is grounded in _ anti-imperialistic 
nationalism and the practical observation that the modern world 
consists of a set of sovereign nation states. 

In Hallo’s Figure 11, he shows how the politically correct 
form of polygenism works. The figure displays an oval 
representing Naram Sin’s sphere of influence extending 
northwestward from Sumer as far as Purushkhanda in Anatolia. 
The Egyptian Old Kingdom sphere of influence is displayed by 
another oval drawn tangent to but not overlapping Naram Sin’s 
oval! By all means let us not confuse “Semitic peoples,” from 
time immemorial, with “Hamitic peoples” from time equally 
immemorial! The human race descends, in this view, not from 
Adam and Noah, but from time immemorial. Our term “ideology” 
means faith. Just as I believe in the Bible as historical record, 
Hallo and Simpson believe in the un-Bible of de facto polygenism, 
not the imperialistic kind but the sort that insulates us against 
racism by treating linguistic stocks as distinct worlds with laws, 
practices and origins of their own. When the Old Testament 
refers to certain peoples as “sons of nothing,” that criticism has 
lost its force because all of us have become sons and daughters 
of nothing. Just ask our schoolchildren and they will prove it to 
you by giving their first names without the last. 

To measure Waddell’s state of compromise with the Egyptian 
high chronology, he dates Manishtushu’s conquest of Egypt c. 
2703, far too early to satisfy later interpretations of Sumerian 
history but far too late to satisfy the hermetically sealed 
chronology of Egypt. Hallo dates the accession of Naram Sin in 
2230, not far removed from my date of 2218 but 473 years later 
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than Waddell’s date for Manishtushu. On the other hand Hallo 
dates the beginning of the Egyptian Old Kingdom in the days of 
Menes and Narmer (Nahor) c. 3000, three centuries earlier than 
Waddell. That process of dating Egypt early and Sumer late is 
now the linchpin of post-World War II polygenesis. 

Before turning to the Summary Chronology, it is necessary to 
restate specific dates for the accessions of Manishtushu, Naram 
Sin and even Sargon, whose actual accession appears to have 
been in the 274th year after the Flood rather than the close of 
the 9th postdiluvian era in 270. The 56 years attributed to 
Sargon by the Sumerian King List terminates at the close of the 
eleventh post-diluvian era in 2188. I interpret that period as 
encompassing the nine years attributed to Rimush, the fifteen to 
Manishtushu and even the reign of Naram Sin. The assertion in 
the King List that Naram Sin reigned another 56 years is a bit of 
poetic license applied to the fact that he shared in the 56 years of 
his grandfather Sargon. 

A key to this chronological issue is the fifteen years of 
Manishtushu. This term matches the module use of half the 
standard thirty for the reigns both of the Amorite kings and 
various groupings of the Gutian rulers. The implication is that 
Manishtushu’s reign fit somewhere as a half share of one of the 
postdiluvian eras. Manishtushu’s rebellion occurred before his 
reign and resulted in the given fact that his younger brother 
Rimush reigned before he did. The provocation behind the 
rebellion was Manishtushu’s exclusion from the western sect of 
the predynastic rulers of Egypt as created by Sidon and the 
Javanites. Sargon went on an actual campaign in Ionia in the 
eleventh year of his reign, 2233. If Rimush’s nine years lasted 
down to the next postdiluvian epoch in 2218, it began nine years 
earlier in 2227, six years or less after Sargon’s conquest of Ionia. 
Those years were sufficient for Manishtushu to learn of his 
exclusion and react against it. By 2218 Sargon subdued his son’s 
rebellion and passed the throne to him, granting him and his son 
Naram Sin the eleventh postdiluvian era to divide equally in 
reigns of fifteen years each down to 2188. 

One of the details supplied by Waddell serves to identify 
Sargon, not just as an unnamed predynastic Pharaoh, but as 
Pharaoh Huni of Dynasty III. Waddell reduces the name Sargon 
to Kuni in confirmation of his desire to deny any association 
between the Akkadian founder and a later, Assyrian (and 
therefore Semitic) king named Sargon. Unvoiced “k” can easily 
become “h” through the intermediate y sound. If the name Huni 
accounts for the Huns, this tribe’s invasion of Europe in the fifth 
century of the Christian era reunited an Asian version of Nimrod- 
Reu with a German nation that recognized him as the god 
Hoenir, his predecessor Peleg as Frey and his father Cush as 
Vidar, a “father of forests.” Palmer’s map of of China in 100 BC 
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locates the Huns southeast of the Altai Mountains and west of the 
Gobi Desert. One of the Hunnish kings Roas or Rugilas bears a 
name reminiscent of Sargon’s Genesis 11 name Reu (LXX Ragau). 
The more familiar Attila was Roas’ nephew. 


Waddell’s “Ukhu City” 


In his search for the earliest beginnings of Aryan rulership, 
Waddell hits on information and hypothesis relevant to the 
beginnings of actual postdiluvian rulership in the figure of Noah. 
In his fifth chapter Waddell discusses an artifact which he labels 
“Udu’s Bowl.” Unearthed at Nippur by an expedition from 
Pennsylvania University, it came into the hands of Waddell 
himself. An inscription on it yields a four-deep genealogy in the 
translation or paraphrase supplied by the scholar: 


“To King (or Lord) Sagg (or Zagg, Sakh, Dar, In Dar or Dur, 
Udu, Gurasha or Adar), Udu, the priest-king of Kish City, the son 
of Enuzuzu (or Inzuzu), the son of Gin the established son (of 
King Sagg), the Khamazi City choice broken (Bowl) has 
deposited.” (95) 


Waddell identifies King Sagg with his first Aryan ruler Ikshvaku, 
equivalent to Gaur at the opening of the First Kish dynasty. 
Although I identify Gaur with Shem’s son Gether, two of the 
names assigned to the king, Zagg and Dar, suggests Shem 
himself under his names Zagesi and Darya-Tar-Thor. In fact 
Waddell identifies this ruler with Teutonic Thor. The second ruler 
Gin figures as one of Shem’s sons. Gin’s son Inzuzu suggests 
Zuzu of Akshak, enemy of Lagash in the time of Eanatum. The 
Akshak dynasty is headed by Unzi, whom I have tentatively 
identified as Shem’s son Uz. 

In the previous Chapter 4, Waddell introduces another, 
closely related document which he names the “Kish Chronicle.” 
In it he is using some variation of the Fourth Kish dynasty which 
begins with Shem as Puzur-Sin and immediately follows the 
Akshak dynasty. His “Kish Chronicle” contains the peculiar name 
Usiwitar, which appears in the Fourth Kish dynasty as Usiwatar. 
This ruler Waddell equates with Vishtara-ashva, sixth king of the 
Purana epics. Usiwatar’s father in the Sumerian tradition is 
named Zimugun, who is preceded by a name equivalent to the 
priest-king Udu of the Bowl inscription. Next further up the list 
the third Aryan king is matched by Waddell’s name Anenzu, 
equivalent to Inzuzu of the Bowl. In this way the scholar is fusing 
the Akshak and Fourth Kish dynasties into one. The second Aryan 
ruler equivalent to Gin of the Bowl is given various names 
including Bakus, equating this ruler with the imposing wine hero 
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of Ivriz in Cappadocia. The first Aryan ruler Ikshvaku appears in 
the “Kish Chronicle” as “Ukusi of Ukhu City.”The name Ukusi 
matches Hallo’s Ukush, a version of Noah equivalent to the 
Finnish Ukko. Behind the fusion of the two dynasties is Waddell’s 
conviction that the name Akshak refers in the first instance to a 
place in Cappadocia from whuch the Sumerians descended to 
Kish. 

The name “Ukhu City” also calls to mind Noah’s name Ukko 
as a sky god of the Finnish pantheon as well as his Sumerian 
name Ukush as a ruler at Umma. In order to place this name in 
Waddell’s scheme we need to continue to analyze his treatment 
of Akshak of the Dynasty III period where his sources result in a 
fusion of the Akshak and Fourth Kish dynasties. The difference 
between the two combined dynasties as given by the Sumerian 
King List where Shem appears at the head of Fourth Kish and his 
son Uz at the head of the previous Akshak dynasty. Although I 
conceive of Akshak as a city in Sumer whose King Zuzu attacked 
Eanatum’s Lagash in the Dynasty III period, I concede to Waddell 
that the Akshak dynasty possesses a greater antiquity than that 
period only. The King List gives Unzi-Uz a reign of 30 years, the 
usual sign of an aligned postdiluvian era. The entire dynasty is 
summed up as covering 99 years. It should be treated like 
Lugalannemundu’s reign at Adab. We might consider first the 
hypothesis that the Akshak dynasty not only lasted for a term 
comparable to Lugalannamundu’s 90 years but that it began at 
the same moment at the dawn of First Kish. 

The hypothesis can be tested by extrapolating the terms 
given by the King List for the six rulers at Akshak: Unzi, 2338- 
2308; Undalulu, 2308-2296 (period of the Erech-Aratta War); 
Urur, 2296-2290; Puzur-Nirah, 2290-2270; Ishu-Il, 2270-2246; 
and Shu-Sin, son of Ishu-Il, 2246-2239. This chronology meets 
with an immediate objection from the history of the wars of 
Eanatum of Lagash. Kramer explains that Eanatum repulsed an 
attack from Akshak led by its King Zuzu. He is uncertain how 
Zuzu relates to the King List but suggests that Zuzu might be the 
third ruler Urur as a variant reading. In the hypothetical 
reconstruction, Urur reigns much too early to overlap the period 
of Eanatum around 2268. If we abandon the first hypothesis and 
pull the beginning of the Akshak dynasty forward to the next 
postdiluvian epoch in 2308, we get excellent results. The 
beginning of Urur-Zuzu’s reign falls 2266, just two years after 
our dates for the beginning of Eanatum’s reign. The two emerge 
as exact contemporaries. As a matter of detail, the six reigns at 
Akshak run as follows: Unzi, 2308- 2278; Undalulu, 2278-2266; 
Zuzu, 2266-2260; Puzur-Nirah, 2260- 2240; Ishu-Il, 2240-2216; 
and Shu-Sin, son of Ishu-Il, 2216-2209. The last three of these 
reigns fall in the Akkadian period as though the Akkadians 
allowed them to hold their thrones. The names look Semitic in 
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keeping with Akkadian Semitism. 

What, then, do we make of Waddell’s conception of the “Kish 
Chronicle” and “Udu’s Bowl”? The four-deep genealogy of the 
latter must be located somewhere; and Waddell’s concept of 
proto-Akshak in Cappadocia (“Ukhu City”) must be tested. 
Waddell’s theory is attractive because the Indo-European stock 
was spread around at eleven different locations in the First Kish 
period. If Waddell’s Cappadocian Ukhu City really existed, it had 
to have been a colony sent out by the First Kish order. The name 
Ukhu is attractive because of its resemblance to Noah’s pantheon 
name of Ukko as a sky god of his original Anship among the 
Finns belonging to the western Finno-Ugrian branch of the Ural- 
Altaic stock of the Anship. 

We know two facts about Noah in the First Kish period. He 
was deposed from the Anship and bitterly alienated by his 
adversary in 2359; and he appears in the First Kish Dynasty as 
Etana (Dedan), who “ascended to heaven and made firm all the 
lands.” In the Song of Kumarbi (Shem), Canaan-Anu casts him 
out of heaven to the “Dark Earth.” As the sky god Ukko among 
his own Finno-Ugrian people, Noah appears in his original 
condition as high priest of the Anship of El Elyon. He rather than 
Canaan should have been Anu. The phrase “all the lands” made 
firm by Etana suggests the eight primary lands claimed shortly 
after the Flood by the diluvian eight and reappearing in 
Lugalannemundu’s inscription. Those lands included Noah’s own 
Subaria on the Upper Tigris, originally planned as the homeland 
of his Ural-Altaic stock. As the land of the Anship, Subaria 
figures as the “heaven” referred to in the King List. This 
Sumerian tradition informs us that Noah traveled north to 
complete a survey of “all the lands” at some time in the First Kish 
period either before or after his humiliation by Canaan in 2359. 

In a later chapter we will explain that Noah took refuge in 
the north after being deposed from the Anship by Canaan. Not 
long after 2338 he and his followers founded the city of Aratta. 
Even before Peleg’s Aratta schism of 2308, Canaan and the other 
sons of Ham pursued him to the north and drew him out of Aratta 
to Colchis. If Waddell’s Ukhu City has any existence apart from 
Sumerian Akshak, it figures as an alternative name of Aratta, 
referring to a time when Noah rather than Peleg held it. 
Sumerian Akshak was then founded by Shem and his sons in the 
Dynasty II or Dynasty II period at Umma, the original city of 
Shem and Japheth’s mother Uma. The full name of Akshak 
reflects Noah’s Indo-Aryan name Ikshvaku, Waddell’s first Aryan 
king. The Indo-Aryan form of Noah’s name confirms that the 
“Argonautic” rescue of Noah from remote Colchis began on the 
Syrian coast among the original Indo-Aryans there. Shem- 
Herakles’ followers from Syria to Colchis were Indo-Aryans just 
as his later “Olympian” followers to the Aegean in 2244 were 
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Thraco-Phrygians. The Satem Aryan followers of Shem became 
colonists of Sarmatia (Russia) in a process led by his sons as 
described in a later chapter. 

The row of vultures in the Stele of the Vultures provides a 
cross-cultural link between Sumer and Egypt. Heth took the 
name Ur-Nanshe to honor Uma-Nanshe as matriarch of the 
Sumerians. His motive was to win favor in Sumer after his defeat 
in the Uruk-Aratta War. Uma appears in the Egyptian pantheon 
as Nekhebet, the vulture goddess of “white” Lower (North) 
Egypt. The vultures of the stele serve a pictorial purpose but also 
constitute an insignia of loyalty to Uma. 


Chapter Nine 


The Living Noahic World 


Throughout this study ethnological names have served as 
sources for Noahic identifications. These names translate those 
of the rulers and gods of the Noahic world community into 
popular forms which, in some cases, last down to the present 
day. The name “Tamil” for black Dravidian India is as precise as 
the god name “Tamula” of the Caribs in pinpointing the patriarch 
Riphath and more significant in identifying a populous race 
which has existed ever since. The following outline of tribal 
identities follows a format similar to but not the same as the one 
in Chapter Seven. Instead of confining the process to the Noahic 
elite, the list has been expanded by including important non- 
Genesis-10 figures such as Ham’s sons Coeus and Creus or the 
five sons of Heth. Second, despite following the outline of 
Genesis, the entries avoid obscure Genesis 10 names for more 
frequently used names such as Peleg instead of Sabteca or 
Shelah instead of Arphaxad II. Although I prefer Indian names of 
the Mahadevi tetrad to the ones at the close of the Joktanite list, I 
refrain from using these for primary entries. Instead names like 
Mahadevi are boldfaced to indicate their importance. Each entry 
is classified under three alternative labels: “modern” for 
surviving names like “Tamil,” “ancient” for ones like the 
Phrygians and “remnant” for isolated tribes with low populations 
such as the Musi or Narragansets of North America. 


Patriarch Tribe Classification 
Location 

NOAH: 

Dedan Dedan ancient 
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northwestern Arabia 


Lehab- (Geb) Libyans ancient 
Libya 

Siton Sitones (Finns) modern 
Finland 

SHEM: 

Aliyan Bal Balts modern 


Baltic states 


Brahma Brahmins modern 
Indian caste 


Dada (Adad) Tatars modern 
Siberia 

Dardanus Dardanians (Trojans) ancient 
Turkey 

Mummu Mumuye modern 


Adamawa West Africa 


The “Adamawa” group will be discussed under Seba, whose 
relationship to Shem is given by his co-membership in both the 
Cushite clan and Amorite kinglist. 


Sumu Sumerians ancient 
Mesopotamia 
Thor Norwegians modern 
Norway 

Icelanders modern 
Iceland 


In this case I reason both from the prominence of Thor-Sig in the 
Icelandic Eddic pantheon and more from the complementary 
relationship of Norway to the Hamite Dan and Angle of Jutland; 
the Japhethite orientation of the Swedes and Lapps from Suilap; 
and Finland’s identity with Siton-Noah. 


Tos Khan Turka modern Gur-speaking 
West Africa 

Turkana modern Kenya 

Turks modern Turkey 
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The name Turka is an unvoiced counterpart to Durga (Sheba-I), 
Shem’s diluvian wife. The Turks belong to the same Turco-Tataric 
branch of the Ural-Altaic stock as the Tatars listed under Shem’s 
name Dada above. Shem takes the name Tata as a ruler of Awan 
in the Sumerian Dynasty III period. 

[EDITOR: In the King List the “D” and “T” are interchagable, for 
example: King Dudu may be spely Tutu. ] 


Mande Central Ivory Coast 

Gourma lies on the south bank of the northern loop of the Niger 
River in Mali. The Gur-speaking group includes six relevant 
tribes: the Gurma for Ham, two for Ham’s full brother Togarmah, 
one for the dominant West African patriarch Eber and one for 
Nahor Naram Sin. Both the Gur-speaking and Mande areas lie in 
West Sudan, that is, the region west of the nation of Sudan 
extending at the same latitude across West Africa. For Ham as 
Hanu, see the entry on Mizraim and the Han Chinese below.The 
people are known as Han; and the language, as Mandarin. 


Kirghiz Khan __ Kirghis modern 
Central Asia 


Tamusi Musi remnant 
Algonquian America 


Tammuz Thamudeni ancient 
northern Arabia 

Thamuditae ancient 
northern Arabia 


JAPHETH: 


Atum Re Egyptians ancient 
Egypt 


Lacedaemon Lacedaemonians ancient 
Greece 
(Spartans) 


Lugh Lygians ancient 
German Poland 


Masluh- Massylians ancient 
Tunisia 


Suilap Suiones (Swedes) modern 
Sweden 
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Lapps 
Lapland (Norway, 
Finland) 
Sumuabu 
(Zuabu) Suevi 


German Swabia 
Japhethites 
GOMER: 


Gomer Cimmerians 
(Turkey) 
Cymru (Wales 


(United Kingdom) 


Brythonic Celts) 


Gimarrai 
Halys (Anatolia) 

Gimira 
East Africa 


Llyr Lurs 
(Iran) 


Mont Mon Khmer 
MAGOG: 

Hurricano Horites 
Palestine 


Hurrians 
River (Syria) 


Kalibum Galibi (Caribs) 
Caribbean 
Kaline Caribs 
Magog Gaelic Scots 
(United 
Mango- 
Capac Incas 


Kingship AT Its Source 
modern 


modern 


ancient 


modern 


ancient 


modern 


remnant 


modern 


ancient 


ancient 


modern 
modern 


modern 


modern 


Sweden, 


Anatolia 


Wales 


River 


Kushitic 


Luristan 


Cambodia 


southern 


Khabur 


Guiana 
Scotland 
Kingdom) 


Peru 


In the Sumerian King List, Magog appears as Kalibum, “Dog,” 
and Sidon as Kalbum. Sumerian etymology aside, I associate both 
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names with Sidon-Ea’s Akkadian title “Karibu” and have 
repeatedly emphasized the Caribs as Sidon’s representatives in a 
complementary relationship to the Caddoan Javanites from 
Sidon’s personal family. The patriarch Magog is added to this 
complex partly on the basis of the name Kalibum but also 
because of his Amerindian character as Japheth’s son by 
Mahadevi and his identity with the Carib wind god Hurricano. 
But the association is an even deeper one described in the 
section on antediluvian ethnology at the end of the present 
chapter in which the antediluvian version of the Amerindian 
protoplast inhabited Gaul. The Phoenicians of Sidon’s grandson 
Tarshish remembered this primordial association in_ their 
tradition of a “Greater Gallia” including both Gaul and North 
America. They applied this concept to their colonial visit to North 
America resulting in a Phoenician site in Iowa. Magog is the 
progenitor of the Caucasoid but facially concave Gaels as well as 
his share of the Amerindian stock. The typically Scots Irish Sam 
Houston lived among the Cherokees in two stages of his life and 
was adopted by them as though they could sense an affinity. A 
print of him in the Funk and Wagnalls Universal Standard 
Encyclopedia shows his thin lips and large nose typical of 
Mahadevi’s facial type. Assuming his identity with Menkaure of 
Egyptian Dynasty IV, we show a portrait bust of him in Chapter 
Ten. The face displays low cheekbones but a straight rather than 
aquiline nose and is clearly not as concave as Houston’s type. In 
Magog’s case racial traits became more pronounced through 
continued eugenics and inbreeding. 


MADAT: 


Madai Medes ancient 
Zagros Mountains 


(Iran) 

JAVAN: 

Ibranum Iberni (Iverni) modern 
Ireland 

Javan Yavanas ancient 


Ionia (Turkey) 


Soma Somali modern 
Kushitic subgroup 


(Somaliland) 
TIRAS: 
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Tyrsenus Tyrsenoi ancient 
Phrygia (Turkey) 
Rasena (Etruscans) modern 

Tuscany (Italy) 
ASHKENAZ: 
Ashkenaz Ashanti modern Ivory 
Coast, Ghana 
[Ashganda] Azande modern Republic 
of Sudan, 

Kinshasa Congo, 

Central African 
Republic 


Although Ashkenaz was Noah’s postdiluvian white son, his 
leadership roles in distant migrations imposed his name on black, 
red and yellow populations. For the Kingdom of Ashanti, see the 
entry on Mizraim-Mandaru below. The brackets around 
“Ashganda” indicate a hypothetical form based on Wakanda, 
Dakota, Nakota, Lakota and lIarlaganda indicating a prefix 
element before the root Ganda. The resemblance between the 
Akan Kingdom of Ashanti and “Ashkenaz” might be disregarded 
through the identication of the Akan people with Mizraim; but 
the Azande speak a variety of the same language spoken by the 
Akans and now known as “Niger-Congo,” formerly as Congo- 
Kordofanian and before that “Sudanic.” The Republic of Sudan, 
on the Upper Nile, is classed geographically among the nations of 
North Africa. The chief Azande god Mbori is identifiable with 
Eber-Bor, basis of the West African god Ebore. The Azande 
believe that Mbori lived in the headwaters of streams, a possible 
hint that Eber, in person led the African expedition up the Niger 
after the people of Mizraim settled on the Volta. If this tradition 
is data of the anachronistic first kind, however, it could reflect 
Eber’s identity with Yamm son of Bull El at the headwaters of the 
Tigris and Euphrates. 


Kota Dakotans modern Dakotas 

Guti ancient 
western Iran 

Kota modern Central 
Africa 

Royal Scythians ancient Scythia 
(Russia) 

Yakuts modern Siberia 
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The personal name Kota is a hypothetical form based on the 
Dakotan variant names Lakota and Nakota, assuming that Kota, 
like Ganda, is the root of the name. But for the Bantu Ganda and 
Buganda see the entry on Sabtah below. 


Pelasgus Pelasgians, Vlachs modern 
Greece, Romania 


Traditionally the Pelasgians were the first pre-Hellenic people of 
Greece. The eponym Pelasgus was reckoned a son of Inachus, a 
“first man” identifiable with Ashkenaz’s father Noah, the “first 
man” Manu of the East Indians. Although some scholars regard 
the Pelasgians as entirely mythical, others identify them with the 
Vlachs of Greece and Wallachians of Romania, chief people of the 
capital land of Bucharest. One of Graves’ meanings of “Pelasgus” 
is “seafarer.” This epithet is consistent with Ashkenaz’s character 
as the greatest seafaring colonist of the Noahic world. A 
Pelasgian colon in Greece harmonizes with Ashkenaz’ voyage to 
his great North American expedition. 


Wakanda  Kande remnant East Africa 


[WAKANDA, officially known as the Kingdom of WAKANDA, is a 
small isolationist landlocked country located in East Africa, 
surrounded by mountain ranges, just off the Western Coast of Lake 
Victoria. ] 


RIPHATH: 

Absyrtus Afars modern Ethiopia 

Adamu Fulani-Adamawa modern Cameroon 
(Adamawa) 


Adamawa owes its name to the modern 19th century ruler 
Adama, who was rewarded with the new emirate named for him 
in 1806 after a successful jihad against West African pagans. The 
Fulani are a Semitic-speaking people. The only argument for an 
association here is to suppose that the Muslim Emir Adama took 
his name from a Semitic history of Riphath-Seba-Adamu, both 
patriarch and ruler of the Amorites. 


Amor Amorites ancient Jordan 


The name “Amorite” appears fourth among Canaan’s eleven 
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vassals, only two of whom are Canaan’s own sons. Seba is one of 
the Amorite kings, Adamu. His high rank as the first Cushite 
vassal and important Indian and Egyptian gods Shiva and Osiris- 
Asir adds to the likelihood that he was the “Amorite” of the 
Canaanite list. The Amorites of Martu appear early in Sumerian 
history soon after the Tower of Babel incident. The 
Mesopotamians regarded them as_ uncivilized barbarians. 
Ironically Seba’s Egyptian version Osiris-Asir is said to have lifted 
the Egyptian race out of cannibalistic barbarity. Perhaps a more 
plausible explanation of the physical origin of the Amorites is 
Ham’s postdiluvian full brother Togarmah, who appears in the 
Amorite list as Sahlamu, a cognate form. Like all Noah’s elite 
sons, Togarmah can be found among the sons of Bai-Ulgan or 
Kudai Bai Ulg6n as Burca Kan or Pyrshak Khan. That Ural-Altaic 
name accounts for his name Birsha in Genesis 14:2 as Amorite 
king of Gomorrah named for his feudal father Gomer. The case 
for Seba-Amor, like the one for Seba-Fulani, is less than 
conclusive but follows from the symbolic value of his name 
Adamu (Adam) and for the image of his East Indian version as the 
unruly destroyer god Shiva. Another suggestion that Seba is the 
source of the Fulani is the territory of Bauci reflected in the 
Fulani-Bauci. “Bauci” suggests the Latin name Bacchus, Seba- 
Riphath’s brother Togarmah.One other argument for Seba’s 
identification with the Fulani derives from Eber’s character as 
the black lord of West Africa. As Gilgamesh and Adapa, Eber and 
Seba share the same kinds of Sumerian myths in which the 
protagonists are treated as troubled human beings rather than 
gods. I cannot think of another Sumerian myth in quite the same 
class. The implication is that Eber and Seba shared similar 
images because of something similar in their destinies. The black 
African people were members of Kali’s Elamite people otherwise 
identified as black-and-yellow Austronesians. Somehow they 
became detached from the Austronesians. Logically this occurred 
when they chose to join the rebellion that brought the Centum 
Aryans, Canaanites and Amerindians westward to the 
Mediterranean via the Red Sea. 

They then joined the Amerindians on the circumnavigation of 
West Africa before dividing from them at the mouth of the Niger. 
In contrast Seba’s Afars remained with the legimate group at the 
Gulf of Aden and migrated from there by land to Ethiopia. 


Daramulun Native Australians modern 
Australia 


Kikku-siwe- 
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tempti Kikuyu 


Olifat Wolof 
Yoruba 
bank (Nigeria) 


Sabazius Spac¢ 


Tamula Tamils 


Sri-Lanka 
TOGARMAH: 


Bacchus Fulani-Bauci 


(Bauci) 


Sokar Tocharians 
Sinkiang (Chinese 


kestan) 
Togarmah 
(Cappadocia) 


Armenians 


ELISHAH: 


Canaanites 
Cenomanni 


Agenor 


Arakho 
Afghanistan 
(Alkla) Auliorci 


Arachosians 


modern 


modern 


modern 


modern 


modern 


modern 


modern 


ancient 
ancient 


ancient 


Kenya 

Senegal 
Niger west 

Albania 


India, 


Nigeria 


ancient 
Tur 


Armenia 


Palestine 
Gaul 


ancient 


Gaul 


Robert Graves believes that the name Agenor was a Hellenic 
representation of the Canaanites. Elishah-Agenor was Poseidon- 
Sidon’s son and therefore Canaan’s grandson. The ethnological 
lies in the complementary 


strength of this relationship 
association among the Canaanites, 
fellow Javanite Tarshish and the port of Sidon. 


Elishah Alashiya 
(Alashiya-Cyprus) 
Eyeish (Aliche) 


Iceni 


TARSHISH: 


Bahina Boli 


ancient 


remnant 


ancient Britain 


ancient 


284 


Phoenicians of Elishah’s 


Cypriotes 


Louisiana 
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Gaul and Bohemia 


Phoenix Pawnee (Darazhazh) 
Nebraska 

Poeni (Phoenicians) 
(Lebanon) 
Tarshish Darazhazh (Pawnee) 
Nebraska 


remnant 


ancient 


remnant 


Kansas, 


Phoenicia 


Kansas, 


J. R. Swanton’s The Indian Tribes of North America identifies the 
name Darazhazh as the Kiowa Apache name of the Pawnee. 


KITT: 

Cadmus Caddo 
Lugal-kitun Aquitani 
RODAN: 

Danaus Danaans 

Rodan Rhodians 
Hamites 

CUSH: 

Cush Kushitics 
Ethiopia, East Africa 


Cosetani 


Tane-mehuta Melanesians 
Islands 


Tupan Tupi 


MIZRAIM: 


Ame-no-minaka-nushi 
Japanese 


Achaeus Achaeans 
Aka Accetani 


Achchitae 


remnant 


ancient 


ancient 


ancient 


ancient 


modern 


modern 


modern 
ancient 
ancient 


ancient 
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Texas 


Gaul 


Greece 


Rhodes 


modern 
Spain 


Figi 


Brazil 


Japan 
Greece 
Spain 


Arabia 


Akan modern West 


Africa 
Angle Angli modern England 
(United 
Kingd 
om) 
Mandaru Mandarin modern China 
Mende (Mande) modern Sierra 
Leone 
Mushri Mossi (Moshe) modern West 
Africa 
Musri ancient 
Cappadocia 
Tabaldak Tabal ancient 
Cappadocia 


Study of African History and Culture (2005, Willie F. Page, ed.) 
suggests that despite Eber’s importance in West Africa, the 
dominant name in that region was Ham’s yellow son Mizraim, 
who was already dead when African colonization began in the 
22nd century. This conviction is based, not on isolated tribe 
names, but on three major ethnic groups located west of Nigeria 
mainly around the River Volta: the Akans, Mende (Mande) and 
Mossi. These groups dominated the political history of black West 
Africa beginning in the 16th century of the Christian era. The 
concentration of Mizraim in this part of the earth complements 
Cush’s traditional place in the Ethiopian East and explains the 
noticeable absence of Mizraim from the ethnology and mythology 
of the Americas. Black members of the race of Mizraim 
accompanied the joint African-American expedition and remained 
in West Africa rather than crossing the Atlantic. They focused 
their attention on the Volta rather than the Niger and may have 
settled there before the expedition reached the Niger. The three 
ethnic groups are labeled by three names of Mizraim: Aka, king 
of Kish in the First Kish period; Mandaru, king of the Amorites; 
and the name Mushri at the root of the Hebrew dual form 
“Mizraim.” The name West African Mossi is sometimes written 
“Moshe.” 

The name Akan represents a people, region and language in 
Ghana, Togo and Ivory Coast. They created the states of Bono, 
Akwamu, Fante and Ashanti. Akwamu was established in Ghana 
in the 16th century. In 1731 it collapsed under attack from the 
Akyem, another Akan people. Because of its gold mines, Akyem 
came to be known as “Great Akanny.” The Ashanti Kingdom rose 
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to power by 1750 and lasted for about a century. A map of the 
Ashanti Empire shows four states: Akim and Akwamu on either 
side of the Lower Volta, Denkyina on the coast farther west and 
Dagomba up the Volta farther north. Dagomba was a state of the 
Mossi, based on a third name of the same patriarch Mizraim, 
Mushri— “Mizraim” without the dual ending. The Dagomba and 
Mossi Mamprusi speak Gur. Another Niger-Congo language of 
the Mamprusi is More-Gurma, clearly associating Mizraim with 
his father Gurmu-Ham. Even the element 

“More” suggests the Amorites of Ham’s original claim land of 
Martu. We have seen that Martu, like Kali’s Elam, had 
established hostile independence from Mesopotamia in the 
Dynasty II period when Aka-Mizraim reigned as king of Kish. See 
the entry on the Amorites under Seba below. Mizraim-Mandaru 
was a king of the Amorites along with Seba-Adamu. 

Another reflection of the name Mandaru in West Africa is the 
Kingdom of Mandara consisting of four groups: Wandala, 
Gamergu, Velle and Kerawa. The resemblance to Mandaru is 
superficially weakened by the observation that “Mandara” is a 
corruption of “Wandala.” However the Velle offer a perfect match 
to Ham’s Baltic name Veles, god of the Dumuziship. The name 
Mandara is to Vele what Akan is to More-Gurma. In all likelihood 
the tribe name Wandala is a corruption of Mandaru “corrupted” 
back into correct form by the neighboring Kanuri. Heaven knows 
how many matching names have been concealed under forms 
such as “Wandala.” In the Scandinavian context of “Dan and 
Angle,” the variant “Wandala” suggests the Vandals. 


PHUT: 

Aeolus Aeolians ancient Asia 
Minor 

Dan (Den) Danes modern 
Denmark 


The seemingly superficial eponyms Dan and Angle given by Saxo 
Grammaticus for the Danes and Angles of Jutland prove valid 
because of the name Tangaloa given to Mizraim by the 
Austronesians. Phut was a full brother of Canaan, both being 
sons of Ham and his diluvian wife fair-skinned Uma. Canaan-Tue 
supplies the Teutones, another Germanic tribe whose name was 
adopted as a label for the entire Germanic branch of the Indo- 
European stock. We have seen that Ham’s Mayan Bacab name 
Cauca accounts for the German Cauchi of the River Weser in 
Ptolemy. 


Iapetus Hellenes modern Greece 
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Tawhiri Malayo-Javanese modern Malaysia, 
Indonesia 


Berbers (Tawarek) modern North Africa 
CANAAN: 
Dorus Dorians ancient Greece 
Tu Tagalas modern 
Philippines, Taiwan, 

Malagasy 
Tue Teutones ancient Germany 
COEUS: 
Nine The Living Noahic World 216 
Coeus Goin remnant Gur- 
speaking West Africa 
Khoikhoi modern Khoisan- 


speaking South 
Africa and Namibia 


The Khoisans are the fourth great division of black Africa after 
the Kushitics of the east, Congo-Nigerians of the west and Bantus 
originally from the north. They were the chief people of South 
Africa for millennia prior to the invasion of Bantus. The two main 
divisions of the Khoikhoi are the Nama and Orlams. The Nama 
distinguish themselves into the “Red Nation” of the Nama proper 
based on skin tint and the “Black Nation,” the Dama. The Nama 
were pushed into southern Namibia by the invasion of the 
Herero, fellow herders but speakers of Bantu. 


CREUS: Cree remnant 
Saskatchewan- 
Manito 

ba-Ontario 
SABTAH: 
Ganed (Ganesha) 

Ganda modern Bantu 
Uganda 

Buganda 


Lugal-Kingineshdudu 
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Bakongo modern Bantu 
Central African 
Republic 
Kongo modern Brazzaville 


Congo 
Kinshasha Congo 


Sabtah-Ganesha was the general patriarch of the Bantu linguistic 
stock. Genetically he was the son of two children of black Kali, 
Seba and Arvad. The three appear together both as Shiva, 
Parvati and Ganesha of India and as Osiris-Asir, Isis and Horus 
the Younger of Egypt. As Lugal-Kingineshdudu of Sumer shortly 
before the rise of Sargon-Nimrod, Sabtah became Horus the 
Younger, hero of the Egyptians, by enabling Sargon to conquer 
Sumer and free the Hamitic linguistic stock to colonize the Nile. 
The root of his Sumerian name, Kingineshdudu yields the Indo- 
Aryan names Ganesha and Ganed. This Indo-Aryan name is the 
source of the Bantu Ganda and Buganda just as the Indo-Aryan 
names of Sargon-Nimrod and his successors account for the 
Sagara, Manja and Karamba. Both as Ganesha and Arwium of 
First Kish, Sabtah is associated with animals characteristic of 
interior Africa— the elephant and gazelle. 


Sabtah Apataei ancient 
Arabia 
Sapothreni ancient Russia 


In another instance of the well established correspondence of 
tribal Sarmatia with tribal Arabia, a tribe the Sapothreni lies 
down the Volga in succession from the Siraceni in Ptolemy’s 
Sarmatia. Alone the Sapothreni would not be a particularly good 
hypothetical match for “sabtah”; but the match is reinforced in 
Ptolemy’s north-central Arabia where the Saraceni— source of 
the generic label “Saracens” for early Muslim Arabs— lie directly 
north of another such match. We have observed the suggestion in 
the International Standard Bible Encyclopedia that Sabtah 
corresponds to the town Soptha at the same latitude as the 
Apataei to the east. It is conceivable that the name “Saracen” 
was applied to Muslim Arabs in North Africa because of a 
tradition affirming that the Saraceni lay to the north of a tribe 
named for the ancestor of the Bantu race south of North Africa. 
The same north-south relationship occurred in the case of the 
Siraceni and Sapothreni of Sarmatia. 


NIMROD: 


Asshur Assyrians ancient Assyria 
(Iraq) 
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Helius Heliadae ancient Rhodes 


Huni Huns ancient Sinkiang 
(China) 

Ion Ionians ancient Ionia 
(Turkey) 


Although the Ionians were evidently the Yavanas, the tribe of 
Javan, Nimrod took their eponymous name as their conqueror 
Sargon. A possibility remains of a mixture of his people with the 
Yavanas. Nimrod appears as Olorun at the head of the Yoruba 
pantheon of Nigeria. We will find the Akkadian Empire of Sargon 
well represented among tribes of the Central African Republic. 


Reu Araucans modern Chile 
Sagara Sagara remnant Tanzania 
Sargon 
(Argos) Algonquians modern North America 
ZUD: 
Susanowo Elamite Susa ancient Iran 
Shushuntara  Shoshi modern Albania 
PHILIST: 
Philist Philistines ancient Crete, 
Palestine 
CAPHTOR: 
Nine The Living Noahic World 218 
Danu (D6n) Dan modern Mande Ivory 
Coast 

Dan Ngere modern Liberia 


In Mizraim’s particular region of West Africa, the Mande tribes 
include not only the Dan, suggesting Caphtor-Danu, but also the 
Mende, in keeping Mizraim’s Amorite name Mandaru. The 
Mandara Mountains are located in northern Cameroon just east 
of the Nigerian border. The name “Caphtor” is the Hebrew 
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designation of Crete, an island claimed for the god Ptah-Sidon by 
the Egyptians. A script used by the Minoans of Crete has been 
traced to West Africa. 


SIDON: 


Gudea Goths modern Italy and 
Spain 


This casual resemblance of name is buttressed by the premise 
that Sidon was perhaps the fairest-skinned male of the earliest 
postdiluvian community. Based originally at Gotland Island, off 
the coast of Sweden, the Goths were East, rather than North, 
Teutons linguistically. It is possible that the Sidones of ancient 
German Poland were also East Teutons in a linguistic as well as 
geographic sense. I have no information on the language of 
Ptolemy’s Sidones. 


Karibu Caribs remnant 
Caribbean 

Kasyapa_ Kassites ancient 
Kurdistan 


The Kassites and Kingdom of Mitanni represent the core 
Kasyapa-Sidon and Daksha I-Mesannepadda-Arphaxad I at the 
source of the Inanna Succession. 


Myrddan Mirdita (province) modern Albania 
Sidon Sidones ancient Poland west 
of the Vistula 
HETH: 
Hades Has modern Albania 
Heth Chatti (Hittites) ancient Anatolia 
(Turkey) 

Chatti (Hessians) modern German 
Hesse 
Uruash Orosh modern Albania 


Taranis, Medb and the Xia Dynasty 
During the course of recent studies, I have grown in 
appreciation of the the patriarchs Ashkenaz and Heth in world 


291 


origins. Ashkenaz played the central role in establishing Ural- 
Altaic Siberia at the eastern end of the world and Native North 
America at the western end. Heth and his sons offer an 
explanation of the difficult subject of Chinese origins at the east 
end of the globe. The Chinese language is so separate and self- 
contained that it is pointless to look for a single Chinese cognate 
to names supplied by cultures farther west. The Chinese names 
are based on what appear to be homegrown epithets reduced to 
uniformity by the distinctive phonetic patterns of the language. 
This self-contained linguistic culture may well have contributed 
to the anti-biblical, polygenetic consensus since the 18th century 
when Oliver Goldsmith made a Chinaman his “Citizen of the 
World” in the same way that Baron Montesquieu had done with a 
Persian. “Breaking the Chinese code” becomes as important to 
the monogenetic cause as dealing with the Egyptian chronology. 
The only way that Chinese mythology can be explained in Noahic 
terms is through structured sets such as the four Ocean Dragon 
Kings. Three of these systematic groupings lend themselves to 
interpretation: the Ocean Dragon Kings, the ten courts of the 
Chinese hell Feng-Du and the five 23rd century emperors, the 
Wu-Di. All three structures can be explained by reference to 
exilic Arabia, the Hellenic “Hades” bearing Heth’s Olympian 
name. The Wu-Di figure as Heth’s five Lagashite sons and played 
a major role in developing the Arabian system. Feng-Du is a 
harrowing variation on the same theme as Greek Hades. 
The Ocean Dragon Kings are Ham and his four sons of Genesis 
10:6 as oriented to bodies of water surrounding the Arabian 
Peninsula. Despite the language barrier, the Sino-Tibetans are 
marked with the stamp of the Arabian exilic process and its 
overlords, the family of Heth. It is no wonder that the Muslim 
religion originating in Arabia has derived from Abraham’s 
devotion to El Shaddai, God according to the lunar principle 
proper to the Sino-Tibetan stock at its point of origin in Durga 
(Sheba-I) and her son Arphaxad I. 

An equation between the sons of Heth and the Wu-Di is a 
paradox in that Heth was clearly a white-red man, not an Asian 
related to Durga (Sheba-I). Unless the Wu-Di are to be viewed as 
rulers foreign to the Chinese they governed, the best explanation 
is that Durga (Sheba-I) became the mother of Heth’s five sons. 
Such a genetic origin would explain the comparatively red skins 
of the Tibetans and Hakka Chinese. Heth himself was an 
immediate son of red Mahadevi at a time when the Mahadevi 
four were still exerting their matriarchal genetic influence. At the 
early date when Heth came to maturity, there was no reason why 
he should not have taken Durga (Sheba-I) as the mother of his 
sons. Some scholars have suggested a_radical relationship 
between the Sumerians and Chinese [ED” See J. C. Ball, 
Sumerians and Chinese.]. We might even argue that the 


292 


Kingship AT Its Source 

simple pictorial design of the Ur-Nanshe Plaque foreshadows a 
Chinese court as though Heth’s establishment at Lagash marked 
the beginning of the postdiluvian history of China in the year 
2278 and political China was created in Sumer before Durga 
(Sheba-I)’s people ever reached the Yellow River. To confirm 
Heth’s importance in Chinese origins, we need to establish the 
relationship, if any, between Heth and the Chinese patriarch 
Arphaxad I, son of Durga (Sheba-I) and Shem and a likely 
candidate for identification as China’s dominant Jade Emperor. 

Chinese tradition gives the Jade Emperor a nephew Er-Lang. 
Through Inanna’s union with Sidon, Arphaxad became Sidon’s 
father-in-law. In early postdiluvian understanding, a father-in-law 
might have been regarded as a father’s brother. If so, Arphaxad I 
became a brother to Canaan and, therefore, Heth’s uncle. 
Despite this association of the Jade Emperor and Er-Lang, they 
were bitter enemies in the Erech-Aratta War, where the Erechite 
cause was based on Arphaxad’s desire to see his own progeny 
supplant the imperial line of the succession though his daughter 
Inanna. Arphaxad’s Sino-Tibetan people were punished with 
banishment from Persia to the Far East because they rebelled 
against his hopes by siding with Heth at Aratta. The Sino- 
Tibetans and Amerindians were banished to the opposite ends of 
the earth to signify that they were the heart of the populace at 
Aratta. The linguistic affinity of Uto-Athabascans and_Sino- 
Tibetans symbolizes this ancient relationship between Heth-Er- 
Lang and his “uncle” the Jade Emperor but only because the 
Sino-Tibetans betrayed the Jade Emperor in joining Heth at 
Aratta. 

The mystery of this political situation is locked up in the 
Taranis and Medb panels of the Gundestrup Caldron. These 
interior panels feature Medb and Taranis in similar horizontal 
formats and surrounded by similar animals. If two rectangles of 
equal dimensions are laid _ side-by-side starting at the 
Mediterranean coast and with the center of the first at Haran, an 
estimate of the position of Aratta can be derived by reading the 
center of the second rectangle. In other words, a latitudinal line 
drawn from the coast to Haran and extended twice the same 
length pinpoints a hypotheitical position for Aratta. Arphaxad I- 
Taranis is to the Syrian cult center of the moon, Haran, what his 
daughter is to Aratta as patroness claimed by that state despite 
her ambivalent status as chief goddess of Uruk. 


This extrapolative process results in a location for Aratta 


about 30 kilometers west of Saqqez in Iranian Kurdistan and 
about 60 kilometers south of Lake Urmia. Kramer, in an attempt 


to pinpoint Aratta, names a River Aratta encountered during an 
Assyrian expedition in this region: 


In fact Enmerkar’s campaign to Aratta might be compared to 
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some extent to that of Sargon II more than two thousand years 
later (714 B.C.) to the land of the Mannai, the account of which, 
interestingly enough, mentions the crossing of a river named 
Aratta, a name reminiscent, perhaps, of the city of Aratta. (The 
Sumerians, 275-76) 


The Oxford Bible Atlas inscribes the name of the Mannai at the 
southeastern coast of Lake Urmia at a position east northeast of 
Nineveh. A set of five rivers flows into the south end of Lake 
Urmia, including one that flows down past Saqqez by a few 
kilometers to the northeast. This river would have to be crossed 
on the route from Nineveh to the Mannai. The latitude of Nineveh 
is only slightly north of that of the estimate for Aratta. This 
estimate agrees with Kramer’s phrase “in the vicinity of Lake 
Urmia.” One of the rivers flowing northwestward is the Zarrineh; 
and either this river or its tributary flowing down from Bowkan 
might be the one named by Sargon II. A mountain pass at an 
elevation of 2100 kilometers and east of Saqqez lies at about the 
same longitude as eastern Sumer and might have have been used 
by Erechite invaders of Aratta named in the Sumerian legends. 
[EDITOR: LOCATION OF ARATTA: The following notes provide further 
evidence and arguments to support the identification of Aratta as Lata (ancient 
Gujarat). Vedic scholars locate Aratta towards the Indus in an area where there 
is another set of five rivers: “The Mahabharata Epic also locates Aratta in the 
region where 5 rivers, plus the Sindhu flow: There where forests of “Pilus” 
stand, and those five rivers flow, viz, the “Satadru,” the “Vipasa,” the “Iravati,” 
the “Candrabhaga,” and the “Vitasa” and which have the “Sindhu” for their 
sixth, there in those regions removed from the Himavat, are the countries called 
by the name of the “Arattas.” (Mbh.8.44.2385). Smt. Jayasree Saranathan 
suggests, Aratta lies to the west of the river Indus and is known for war- horse 
breeding. Mahabharata sources locate Aratta as ruled by Sindhu kings in 
Mahabharata times. He says, he is tempted to connect it to Susa, but placess it 
further east: “Vrikodara, ...slew in that battle all the steeds, born in Aratta, of 
the king of the Sindhus. (Mbh.6.86.4544); “a large number of steeds consisting 
of the best of the Kamvoja breed as also of those born in the country of the 
Rivers, and of those belonging to Aratta and Mahi and Sindhu, and of those of 
Vanayu also that were white in hue,” (Mbh.6.91.4754); “Mighty steeds of 
gigantic size, of the Aratta breed, bore the mighty-armed Vrihanta of red eyes 
mounted on his golden car, that prince, viz, who, rejecting the opinions of all 
the Bharatas, hath singly, from his reverence for Yudhishthira.” 
(Mbh.7.23.1157); And, “Kritavarman, O king, also fled away, borne by his swift 
steeds, and surrounded by the remnant of his Bhoja, Kalinga, Aratta, and 
Valhika troops. (Mbh.7.191.10590). 
http://bharatkalyan97.blogspot.com/2014/01/locating-aratta- 
with-archaeological.html |] 
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(Exact location ancertain. 

Possibly fictional; also conjectured 

to be anywhere in a wide area ™? 
ranging from Armenia to 


gee ff 


SHUBUR 
MAR-TU LULLUBI 
Map of Geographic Locations @Akshak 
mentioned in the Epics of @ Akkad 
ENMERKAR OF URUK KisheURIKL 
Also with the cities (besides Uruk) Nippure 


said to have opposed the reign of 
Dumuzip OF URUK 
shown in red. 
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Most Ancient Aratta. (Wikipedia) 
Later Aratta located further east in Lata (Gujarat) India 
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The Taranis panel includes seven figures in addition to Taranis 
himself in the Ka posture. One of the additional figures is 
anthropomorphic and the other six zoomorphic: 


Taranis Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron 
The panel has been scanned and copied from Ole Klindt-Jensen’s 
Gundestrupkedelen (National Museum, Copenhagen, 1961) as have the 
other images. 
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The figure pictured at full length in profile wears a horned 
helmet and short tunic and turns Taranis’ wheel with his right 
hand. He tucks his legs beneath him as he leaps over a serpent in 
the lower register. A row of three griffins flank the serpent, one 
to its left and two to its right, all moving toward the left. A pair of 
spotted creatures like leopards fills out the upper register at the 
eye level of the two humans and move toward the right. 

The Medb panel is similar in design. The head and upper 
body of Medb fills in the center of the upper register and is 
flanked at either elbow by decorative circles. On either side of 
Medb stand the opposed figures of two animals, spotted like the 
ones in the Taranis panel but with trunks identifying them as 
elephants. We have identified the falcon victor god of the 
Egyptians, Horus the Younger, with the East Indian elephant god 
Ganesha as son of Osiris-Asir-Shiva. If we conceive of the two 
elephants in cartographic terms as allied forces closing in on 
Aratta from east and west, they represent two divisions of the 
South Semitic stock, Ethiopic and Arabic, for reasons to be 
explained in Chapter Twelve. 

In the lower register a pair of griffins adopts the same 
opposed directions underneath the elephants and close in on an 
open-mouthed and striped animal like a tiger. It moves 
threateningly toward the griffin to the right. The tiger and griffin 
on the right appear to be in confrontation as though representing 
a flash point southeast of Aratta. Overall the panel represents 
forces assaulting Aratta from east and west and the army of 
Aratta as the tiger directly below Medb. As in the case of the 
Cernunnus panel, the designs of the Taranis and Medb panels 
may be partly cartographic and partly symbolic of forces without 
cartographic intention. The figure of Medb embodies the cause of 
Aratta based on the imperial succession of Canaan’s line through 
Medb-Inanna. The tiger symbolizes the main body of Aratta 
rebels shown to be putting up active opposition in these two 
panels. 


Kingship AT Its Source 
Medb Panel of the Gundestrup Caldon 


Logic demands that the Taranis panel symbolizes the 

opposing cause of Uruk centering in Arphaxad I and Japheth, 
depicted as Taranis and Lugh. An element common to both 
panels is the griffins of the lower registers, two in the Medb 
panel and three in the Taranis panel. We have seen that birds 
represent the Semitic linguistic stock as inhabitants of Enlil’s 
element, the air. The griffins and elephants are Semites and 
Hamites, two stocks who returned in triumph to Akkad in 
Mesopotamia. Whatever the meaning of the Taranis panel, it 
necessarily complements that of the Medb panel. It represents 
conflict located farther west at Haran. The three griffins in the 
lower register complement the two in the lower register of the 
Medb panel. Two details suggest that the action is a follow-up 
pursuit of Aratta fugitives fleeing westward after the main battle 
at Aratta. The griffins are all moving to the left— westward as 
though leaving Aratta behind. The middle griffin is virtually 
trampling on the ram-headed serpent— a fleeing serpent being a 
standard Middle Eastern symbol even today for defeated 
fugitives. The serpent’s body is extended toward the right but has 
lifted its head in order to peer back to the left. Its salient point is 
its rams’ horns. We have seen that the butting rams of the 
Cernunnus panel represent Balto-Slavs and Teutons in opposition 
at Umma and Lagash. 
The ram-headed serpent, therefore, figures as the the Teutons 
and Amerindians coupled together at Lagash in the First Kish 
period but now fugitives from Aratta in the Eanna period. If this 
reading is correct the Taranis panel celebrates Taranis- 
Arphaxad’s victory over the Teutonic patriarch Canaan, source of 
the adversarial male line of the Inanna succession. 

Two leopards of the upper register move to the right. They 
appear to be headed to Aratta to play an occupying role. Because 
the victorious allies included Satem Aryan followers of Japheth- 
Svarog, these figures symbolize the Indians and _ Iranians, 
transmuted from the antelopes of the Cermunnus panel into 
leopards in keeping with their militant role. Logically the 
defeated and converted “leopard” Nimrod has taken command of 
them as their god Varuna. He has become the “mighty hunter” of 
fugitives The Indo-Aryan Vedic hymns reveal a culture built on 
the ideal of victory in war. According to this reading, Japheth- 
Lugh has succeeded in bringing the Indians and Iranians from 
Marhashi and Gutium to Haran. That is why Japheth is featured 
in the panel as the god Lugh in the act of assisting Arphaxad- 
Taranis in turning the wheel. The west-to-east movement of the 
two leopards makes sense in respect to the Indian departure 
from Marhashi to Haran. When the schismatics originally passed 
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north from Mesopotamia to Aratta in 2308, they may have forced 
the Iranians to take refuge with their Indian brethren in 
Marhashi. In the course of the war in 2302, Japheth called on 
these two branches of the Satem Aryan stock to support the 
Semite “griffins” by attacking Aratta from the west. In doing so, 
these two stocks either rendezvoused with Arphaxad and Japheth 
at Haran or drew them there. 

The zoomorphic figures of the two panels representing allies 
of Japheth and Arphaxad total nine: the two Hamite elephants 
and two Semite-Hamite griffins of the Medb panel and the two 
Satem Aryan leopards and three Semite-Hamite griffins to make 
up the total of five figures in the Taranis panel. This reading 
assumes that the five griffins of the two panels are all 
combinations of Semites and Hamites and that three of them 
have pursued fugitives from Aratta to Haran. Of the nine, the 
elephants and griffins were placed under the command of the 
seven Japhethite-Erechite “heroes” of Genesis 10:2. They 
consisted of seven combinations of Semites with Hamites even in 
the case of the two elephants of the Medb panel. The origin of 
the Northern Semites of Syria, Assyria and Akkad from the 
“Aramaean” sons of Shem will be explained in Chapter 
Twelve.The westward movement of three griffins of the Taranis 
panel in pursuing fugitives explains why the Aramaeans first 
appear in recorded history in the mountains of Cappadocia 
before descending to take possession of Syria. The other two 
griffins of the Taranis panel pursued fugitives as far west as 
Haran but then turned south down the rivers of Mesopotamia to 
Assyria and Akkad. That is why the central hero of the war, 
Shelah-Lugalbanda-Marduk, appears in Ugaritic tradition as Bull 
El at the headwaters of the Tigris and Euphrates. 

The most logical assignment of Japhethite leaders to seven 
allies of the two panels is tabulated in Table 9.1. This analysis 
leads to an exegetical point in interpreting the eight cities of 
Genesis 10: 10-11. The name Resen or Rezin is one of the four 
cities of the Nineveh complex of 10:11 complementing the four 
cities of Sumer named in 10:10 as the foundation of Nimrod’s 
kingdom, the Akkadian Empire. The four in 10:10 include Accad, 
the Akkadian capital Agade. The Assyrian Resen is a perfect 
match to the name Rasena adopted by the Etruscan descendants 
of Tiras. 


Table 9.1 Japhethite Leadership of Seven Divisions of 
the Erechite Army [cp. Book 283] 


Japhethite Division Figure 
Rationale 
Gome Lower Taranis griffin Khufu of 
r Egytians A on right Memphis 
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Northern Gumalum of 
Semites A Ebla 
Mago Upper Taranis griffin in Menkaure of 
g (South)) middle Memphis 
Egyptians B 
Northern 
Semites B 
Mada Upper Taranis griffin father of Khafre 
i (South)) on right of Memphis 
Egyptians C 
Northern 
Semites C 
Javan Lower Medb griffin on vassals Khetm 
(North) left and Ro 
Egyptians A Javanites of 
Akkadian Sidon-Ea 
Semites 
Tubal Lower Medb elephant Ebore 
(North) on left 
Egyptians B 
Ethiopic 
Semites 
Mesh Lower Medb elephant Beni-Khitan 
ech (North) on right 
Egyptians C 
Arabic 
Semites 
Tiras Assyrian Medb griffin on Resen and 
Semites right Rasena 


One of the Assyrian names in 10:11, Rehoboth-Ir, has been 

identified with the original Assyrian capital Assur. Javan is 
associated with both East Semitic stocks by his feudal control 
over the sons of Ea-Sidon, father of Marduk. Sargon, in adopting 
the Hellenic name Ion, took over Javan’s name after conquering 
the Yavanas in Ionia. 
The name Uruk, which Japheth chose for his Sumerian city, was 
handed down to his son and heir Gomer in the form “Luruk,” 
probably based on the antediluvian city Larak where Japheth had 
reigned as Ensipazianna. The obscure name “Calneh” in the 
Sumerian group suggests the Kalina Caribs among whom Magog 
is known as the wind god Hurricano. Calah of the Assyrian group 
suggests Meshech’s name Car in the Phrygian setting. The 
successor capital to Assur, Nineveh, is believed to have been 
colonized by the inhabitants of Nina in Sumer where fish were 
particularly abundant. This association implies Uma’s variation 
as Nanshe, the fish goddess of Lagash and grandmother of 
Japheth’s Caucasoid third son Madai. 

These associations between the “eight Erechite heroes” and 
the eight cities of Nimrod’s empire imply that Japhethite 
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leadership over seven divisions of the Erechite army were 
systematically memorialized along with Shelah-Marduk in the 
names of eight cities outlined in Table 9.2. The ethnic 
associations do not mean that these divisions of the Erechite 
army ever inhabited the respective cities although some were 
destined to. The Babylonians of Hammurapi’s time originated as 
Amorites although they eventually spoke East Semitic in the 
tradition of the Akkadians. Shelah was the latest of the fourteen 
Amorite kings listed in Table 6.2. Conceivably he brought 
ancestors of the Babylonians to Tidnum as the time of his reign 
as Belu down to 2128. Before that time they served as support 
for his regime as Bull El at the headwaters of Mesopotamia. 


Table 9:2 Erechite Heroes and Eight Cities of Genesis 
10:10-11 [cp. Book 284] 


City Hero Ethic Association Rationale 
Babel Shelah- Babylonian Babilos 
Marduk Ss 
Uruk Gomer Upper Larak-Llyr 
(South)) 
Egyptians 
Agade Tubal-Eber Akkadians Agdistis 
(Agdu) 
Calneh Magog- East Kalina Caribs 
Hurricano Indians 
Nineveh Madai-Ahura Iranians mother Nina- 
Mazda Nanshe 
Rehoboth-Ir- Javan-Ion I Lower Sargon-Ion II 
Assur (North) 
Egyptians 
Resen Tiras- Assyrians Rasena 
Tyrsenus 
Calah Meshech- Aramaean Car 
Aram Ss 


The Upper (South)) Egyptians under Gomer eventually made 
their way to Uruk where they took on that character from the 
anachronistic juxtaposition of Euphrates and Nile in their later 
traditions. According to our analysis, however, they spent time 
earlier in Akkad either at Sippar, the Sumerian “Heliopolis,” or at 
Kish. Of the Semitic members of the system, the Akkadians and 
Assyrians settled as indicated at Agade and somewhere in 
Assyria if not at Resen from the outset. The other non-Semite 
divisions may never have at Calneh, Assur and Calah. These two 
tables, however, have expanded the context of the postwar Eanna 
period in which the sons of Heth conducted the “swastika” 
colonization program before settling at Lagash. They then 
became the Lagashite dynasty and set in motion the greater 
colonization process that eventually led them to become known 
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as the Wu-Di of the Xia Dynasty of China. 

The activities attributed to the sons of Heth so far in Parthia 
and Korea were by-products of their primary concentration on 
China. Their arrival time at the Yellow River must be determined. 
It involved colonizing activities far from China. The Chinese 
naturally regarded the Wu-Di as homegrown emperors and knew 
nothing of Sumer. We can eventually determine whether their 
predecessors— the three San-Huang - are to be placed either in 
Mesopotamia or Persia. Before interpreting these emperors, the 
full extent of China’s mythological awareness of the Arabian 
dispersion system must be analyzed. 

The four Ocean Dragon Kings are clearly the four Titan sons 
of Ham, assigned by Chinese tradition to four ordinal directions 
like the Mayan Bacabs. Ham’s exterior panel of the Gundestrup 
Caldron shows his four sons as dragons; so both the Celts and 
Chinese entertained the same symbolism for the same four men 
known to the Greeks as Titans or “giants.” China is surrounded 
by water only on the east and south; so the ordinal system must 
be centered elsewhere. Arabia is encircled by the Persian Gulf on 
the north, Arabian Sea on the east, Gulf of Aden on the south and 
Red Sea on the west. The four Ocean Dragon Kings can be 
identified with specific sons of Ham by assigning those sons to 
the correct bodies of water. The most obvious case is the Red Sea 
orientation of Egypt, equating Mizraim with the western Ocean 
Dragon Ao-Jun. Equally clear is white Canaan’s association with 
the Centum Aryans in their sojourn in Oman, identifying him as 
the eastern king Ao-Kwang. An equivocation turns up in dealing 
with the Persian Gulf and Gulf of Aden. We might expect the 
southern Gulf of Aden to be taken by Cush, whose people 
penetrated inland from the Horn of Africa to Ethiopia. The truth 
lies elsewhere. In ancient times the extreme southwestern coast 
of the Red Sea near the Gulf of Aden was known as Punt, a 
generally recognized correlative of Phut (Put), identifying this 
“Titan Iapetus” with the southern dragon Ao-Chin. Cush’s 
identity as the northern Dragon King Ao-Shun reflects his 
character as the supreme Sumerian god Enlil of Nippur and is 
confirmed by the biblical reference to Mesopotamia as the “land 
of Nimrod,” Cush’s son. Ham himself corresponds to an added 
fifth of these kings— Ao-Ping, chief of the other four. 

The Greek mythological concept of the Arabian system as the 
five rivers of Hades is echoed by the Chinese mythology of the 
ten punitive courts of Feng-Du. The Arabian system can be 
viewed as tenfold by counting the opposed coasts of the Persian 
Gulf, Gulf of Aden and Red Sea as pairs and by assigning three 
terms to the coast of Hadramaut as host of three protoplasts. 
Although this Chinese tradition does not necessarily add to our 
understanding of the Arabian process, it and the tradition of the 
Ocean Dragon Kings confirms the premise that the sons of Heth 
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established China through that process. The ferocity of the 
punishments in the courts of Feng-Du reflect the anger of 
Arphaxad I against his own Sino-Tibetan family for abandoning 
his imperial aspirations for those of the Inanna succession. The 
punishments of the Feng-Du courts are especially sadistic. One 
hopes that these horrors were more symbolic than real and 
referred only to threats imposed on the rebel protoplasts by their 


judges on the coasts of Arabia. [ED: See edited Chart below. ] 


Table 9:3. Arabian Coasts and the Courts of Feng-Du 


Coast Court Yama 
Ruler 
Northern Magic Mirror of Qin-Guang-Wang, 
Persian Gulf Retribution, Qinguang 
Examination 
Judgment 
Southern Pool of Filth or Qu-Hang-Wang, 
Persian Gulf Volcanic Fire and Chujiang 
Hell of Ice 
Oman Black Rope Hell and Sang-Di-Wang, 
Upside-Down Prison; Songdi 
Hot copper pillar of 
torture 
Sino-Tibetan Lake of Blood and Wu-Guan-Wang, 
Hadramaut Bee Torture’ Wuguan 
Mortar of Pounding, 
and 
Huge Grindstone 
Ural-Altaic Sixteen Departments Yen-Lo-Wang, 
Hadramaut of Eye-Gouging; Yanluo 
Mountain of Knives 
Austronesian Screaming Torture; Bian-Chang-Wang, 
Hadramaut Tree of Knives Piencheng 
Arabian Gulf of Torture by Mincing Tai-Shi-Wang, 
Aden Machine; Taishan 
Tongues Ripped Out, 
and 
Boiled in oil 
African Gulf of Hot Suffocation Hell; Du-Shi-Wang, 
Aden Guts Ripped Out, Dushi 
Arabian Red Sea Iron Web; Ping-Deng-Wang, 
Coast Dismemberment, or Pingdeng 
Boulder Crushed 
Egyptian Red Wheel of Rebirth; Zhuan-Lung- 
Sea Coast Reconciliation Wang, 
Judgment Zhuanlun 


This information has been gathered from godchecker.com and 
reflects their typically facetious language. 


[ED: See _ also, 
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https://owlcation.com/humanities/The-Horrific-Chinese-Ten- 
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Courts-of-Hell] 

The five Wu-Di emperors can be identified with specific sons 
of Heth only by the device of matching their sequence of reigns 
against their order of occurrence in the Ur-Nanshe Plaque. 
Lacking the support of cognates, these identifications are 
necessarily tentative. Before outlining the five emperors in 
tabular form, we must determine the isochronic scheme Heth’s 
family devised to arrive at the chronological perspective of the 
Wu-Di. The first issue is whether we are to locate all the 
reigns in China or read them as an anachronistic summary 
of colonizing activities from Sumer to Arabia, India, Tibet 
and then China. That question depends on how convincing are 
the details of the Wu-Di tradition that these rulers belonged 
exclusively to China. If convincing terms are given to the 
emperors, the case for locating all five in China grows 
stronger and the colonial activities leading to China must 
be relegated to a period before the reign of the first Wu-Di 


emperor. 
An extraordinary chronological harmony emerges from 
information supplied by the website 


www.weber.ucsd.edu/~dkjordan/chin/ 
chinahistory/dynastyl.html under the title Table of Chinese 
Imperial Reigns/ Part I/ Prehistory Through Han last updated 
010713. The Google entry used to reach the site was “names and 
dates of the Chinese emperors” on 061127. The document does 
not allow for a direct copy and must be presented here in 
summary. 

Although the mythical kings date back to 5000 BC, a harmony 
emerges in the accession date of 2188 for Emperor Taikang, the 
twelfth emperor in the column headed “Dynastic Names [NOTE: 
3™ Ruler of Xia Dyn. 2188-2159 BC ].” The year 2188 is the 
beginning of the twelfth Noahic era; so the list supplies one 
emperor for each Noahic era through the twelfth despite terms at 
variance with our thirty years down to the formal agreement at 
2188. 

This coincidence can be read three ways. 

1. If it is disregarded, the first four emperors, including Huangdi 
(Yellow Emperor) of the five Wu-Di reigned in antediluvian times. 
[ED: Shao hao (2598-2514) would have reigned before, during, and 
after the Flood of 2518.] 

2. If thirty postdiluvian years are assigned to each of them, 
Huangdi reigns in the third Noahic era between sixty and 
ninety years (2458-2428) after the Flood. This reading, like 
the first does not allow for an application of the Chinese data to 
the actual history of the Sino-Tibetans after 2278. 


1. The Wu di ji or Mythic Period of the Five Emperors [pre- 
Xia Dynasty] 
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[ED: Adding Qi back to Tai hao (Fu Xi) = 11 reigns: 11 reigns X 30y 
each = 2188 + 330y = 2518 BC Flood Date. We do not add the reign 
years of Tai hao.] 

[xxxx] = Chinese traditional dates. AF = After Flood 


DYNASTY REIGN DYNASTY EMPEROR 
START END 

CODE CODE 

Ola 0 WU DIJI Dyn End Flood date 2519 
2518 

Ola 1 Tai hao = Fu Xi 2518 2488 

Ola 2 Yan di=Shennong 2488 2458 


The Five Wu Di Rulers - Beginning of Postdiluvian China 
2278 BCE 240y AF 


SYNC w/ UR-NANSHE [2278] 
SYNC w/ AKURGAL [2278-2268] 
Ola 3 1 HUANG DI = Xuan yuan 
2458 2428 
+10 = 2278 [240 AF] +98 [2697- 
2599] 
Ola 4 2 Shao Hao 2428 2398 
+10 = 2268 +84 [2598- 
2514] 
Ola 5 3 Zhuan xu 2398 2368 
+10 = 2258 +78 [2514- 
2436] 
Ola 6 4 Dai ku (Diku) 2368 2338 
+10 = 2248 +102 [2436- 
2366] 
Ola 7 5 Di Zhi 2338 2303 
+10 = 2238 +9 [2366- 
2357] 
Ola 8 6 Yao 2303 2278 
+10 = 2228 +99 [2357- 
2258] 
Ola 9 7 Shun 2278 2248 
+10 = 2218-2208 +49 
[2257-2208] 
XIA Dyn Literal Reign years 
02a 10 Da Yu 2248 2218 
+10 [2208-2198] 
02a 11 Qi 2218 2188 
+10 [2198-2188] 
02a 12-18 Tai kang 2188 2158 
To Jie gui --- 1766 
SHANG Dyn Starts [1765-1122] 


2. The truth emerges, not only from Taikang’s accession in 
2188, but more particularly from the close of the last Wu-Di 
Emperor Shun’s reign in 2208, seventy years after Ur- 
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Nanshe’s 2278. Because two emperors, Shaohao and DiZhi, 
are interpolated among the five Wu-Di, Shun is the seventh 
emperor beginning with Huangdi. The implication is that 
these seven emperors reigned according to an isochronic 
module of ten years each over the seventy-year span. These 
decades are the same as the ones outlined in Chapter Two in an 
analysis of the Arabian coasts. We are now re-analyzing the same 
scheme with the added dimension of Chinese names from the 
Xia Dynasty. Significantly Shun’s son and successor Da Yu and 
the next emperor Qi reign for an explicit decade each. Even as 
the chronology turns literal, the traditional decade module 


continues to govern the reigns of DaYu between 2207 and 2197 
and Qi between 2197 and 2188. Taikang’s reign then conforms 


neatly to the twelfth Noahic era (2188-2158) over the explicit 
years 2188-2159. This harmony confirms both the precise Flood 


date of 2518 and the isochronic module of thirty years in the 
political construction of postdiluvian history. The adoption of the 
decade module for reigns in the 23rd century parallels the 
adoption of variable modules of five and fifteen years by Gutian 


rulers. 

[EDITOR: "Shi" is the Chinese symbol [j and stands for 10. It is associated 
with completeness and perfection, as in the Chinese phrase [9] quan shmi, 
which means "All Perfect." It is sometimes used to represent complete 
capability or the final stage of development and is sometimes considered as a 
Lucky number. The concept of “Shi” or the "decade" is alluded to in the story of 
young Gaoyang's selection as an assistant to the emperor at the age of ten, 
followed by the position of emperor at the age of twenty, a module of ten-years. 
According to Sima Qian's Siji, "Records of the Grand Historian," Zhuanxu's 
uncle Shaohao never ruled as king, contrary to what other sources claim. When 
Huangdi died, Gaoyang was installed as emperor over his father Chang Yi and 
all of his uncles and given the official regal name Zhuangxu. According to the 
Bamboo Annals, Gaoyang began working as an assistant for his uncle, Emperor 
Shaohao, when he was 10 years old. He aided for ten years before succeeding 
Shaohao as Emperor. "When Gaoyang was ten years old, he worked for the 
Shaohao clan as a royal assistant. When he was 20, he became Emperor." [From 
Wikipedia: "Zhuanxu"] 


Postdiluvian China, therefore, came into existence over 
the seventy years from 2278 to 2208 [240 AF]. According to 
Chapter Two, the Sino-Tibetans did not arrive at Hadramaut until 
2248: but that does not mean that the first three emperors 
beginning with the Yellow Emperor spent their three decades in 
Sumer. In the Ur-Nanshe dynasty, only Akurgal reigns in Sumer 
before Lagashite rule passes on to later generations. Instead of 
remaining in Sumer, Heth’s sons participated in the dispersion 
process as far west as the Red Sea. That is only what we would 
expect from the tradition of the four Ocean Dragon Kings and 
the ten courts of Feng-Du. 

Emperors: 
Dia ku (Diku) led the settlement at Hadramaut over the decade 
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from 2248 to 2238. 
Di Zhi led the expedition across the Arabian Sea to the Indus 
and reigned there from 2238 to 2228. 
Yao led the Sino-Tibetans into the Himalayas and reigned in 
Tibet from 2228 to 2218 where he established the Tibeto-Burman 
division of the stock. 
Shun then completed the process by establishing the Sino- 
Siamese division in China. 

The five Wu-Di and five additional emperors can be aligned 
with Ur-Nanshe’s family as follows: 


Table 9.4 Xia Dynasty and the Arabian Process [cp. 


Book 288] 
Son of 
Ur-Nanshe Emperor Span Location 
Colony 
Akurga Huan 2278- Sumer Sumerians 
l gdi 2268 
Shao 2268- Oman Centum 
Hao 2258 Aryans 
Ankura Zhuan 2258- Hadra Sino- 
Xu 2248 maut Tibetans 
Sirim Diku 2248- Hadra Ural-Altaics 
2238 maut 
Di Zhi 2238- Hadra Austronesia 
2228 maut ns 
Kampil Yao 2228- Gulf of Cushitics 
ya 2218 Aden 
Baridis Shun 2218- Red Amerindian 
hshu 2208 Sea S 
Da Yu 2208- Indus Dravidians 
2198 
Qi 2198- Tibet Tibeto- 
2188 Burmans 
Taikin 2188- China Sino- 
g 2178 Siamese 


Like all male members of the Noahic community, these “Chinese” 
emperors were not nationalists but imperialists. Chinese 
nationalism derived from their mother Durga (Sheba-I), the 
Yellow Matriarch. 

Race and nation are matriarchal phenomena. Tribes, feudal 
groups and empires are patriarchal. That is one reason why the 
virile black Africans have retained so much of the Noahic 
heritage in their tribe names, several of which— Banda, Sagara, 
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Mandja and Kurumba— are virtually identical to the chief names 
of the Akkadian emperors as identified by the Sumerian name 
Lugalbanda and the Indo-Aryan names the imperialist Waddell 
gives to the major three Akkadian Emperors. 
After establishing the Chinese imperial perspective on the 
Arabian dispersion, we can look more narrowly at the tradition of 
Feng-Du [][]. Although the categories of torture are probably 
more symbolic than literal, the Feng-Du adjunct to the Arabian 
process signifies a literal component of punishment imposed on 
the Aratta exiles. As with all Chinese traditions, we have only 
structures and attributes to work with without the aid of 
cognates. The Feng-Du system is tenfold in the largest version 
given by 
www.godchecker.com and 
https://www.britannica.com/topic/Shiwang. 
[ED: Fangdu City is China’s abandoned “City of Hell”, Yama’s city of 10 
tortures, now a rebuilt tourist trap of a large complex of shrines, 
temples, monasteries, buildings, structures, dioramas, and statues 
related to Diyu and Naraka, that signify the underworld or hell and the 
10 Shihwang, the 10 kings of hell, who preside over fixed regions where 
the dead are punished by physical tortures appropriate to their crimes. 
It is located on the Ming mountain, in Fengdu County, Chongqing 
municipality, China. It is situated about 170 kilometres (110 mi) 
downstream from Chongqing on the north bank of the Yangtze River. 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fengdu_Ghost_City] 


Heth-Hades belongs to a Genesis 10 clan numbering ten in 
addition to himself: the Canaanites of 10:15-18. As early as 
Chapter One, we explained the Canaanite eleven as the source of 
the eleven branches of the Indo-European stock; but that is 
certainly no objection to their participation in Chinese origins in 
view of the key role of the Centum Aryans in the Arabian system. 
Because Heth-Hades is both ruler and judge of the punitive 
Greek underworld, it makes sense that members of the Canaanite 
clan were assigned a judicial role on the coasts of Arabia. Noahic 
legitimacy could be attained only by theocratic ritual. Without 
some pattern of judicial ritual, the distant colonization of the 
earth could not be viewed as legitimately punitive. 

If anyone doubts the power and extent of ritual in this stage of 
human history, he should review the profusely elaborated me, 
which Enki gives to Inanna in Inanna and the God of Wisdom as 
translated by Wolkstein and Kramer: 

[EDITOR: Larger detailed list is in ETCSL t.1.3.1 Inana and Enki] 


Fourteen times Enki raised his cup to Inanna. 

Fourteen times he offered his daughter five me, six me, 
seven me. 

Fourteen times Inanna accepted the holy me. (Inanna Queen 
of Heaven 
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and Earth, 15) 


The text then lists eighty-one me in as many lines of verse. These 
principles are a remarkable combination of the abstract and 
concrete. They begin with dimensions of theocratic power— 
“high priesthood,” “god-ship,” “the noble enduring crown” and 
“the throne of kingship.” The keynote is performance in such 
terms as “descent into the underworld,” “ascent from the 
underworld,” “forthright speech,” “the art of song,” “the art of 
the elder,” “the art of the hero,” “the art of power” or the 
“plundering of cities.” The list includes the sorts of concrete 
properties we might expect from an age of civilization building— 
“the dagger and sword,” “the black garment,” “the loosening of 
the hair,” “the craft of the woodworker,” “the craft of the copper 
worker,” “the craft of the scribe” and “the craft of the builder.” 
The point is that [like the 42 Egyptian principles of Maat] all 
these terms are institutionalized as though to build up the fabric 
of civilized life one brick at a time. Everything depends on 
accurate practice: “Inanna brought the perfect execution of the 
me.” (26) 

The Chinese tradition of Feng-Du suggests that each of the 
populations exiled via the coasts of Arabia underwent an 
examination, probably involving interrogation and omen-like 
judgments. Much of this had to have been agreed on at Aratta as 
a pre-condition to avert bloodshed there. The losing side in the 
Aratta duel accepted the condition that it would be punished for 
the crime of destroying the atum or unity of the Noahic world. 
The winning side would claim to have maintained atum within its 
own followers and blame the losers for disturbing the peace. 
Because the Canaanite clan is headed by Sidon— the man 
responsible for constructing the feudal system of Genesis 10— he 
would naturally endow this clan with a special privilege. Judicial 
authority was either part of the original design for the clan or 
assigned to it at Aratta. 

Chapter Four affirms that the Canaanite clan was the first to 
be designed. Formed in 2368, it pre-existed the Uruk-Aratta 
conflict by sixty-six years. The inclusion of Ham as the 
“Girgashite” and Peleg as the “Hivite” was either fortuitous or a 
factor in shaping the Aratta schism. In any case membership of 
the clan was not changed to accommodate the postwar 
settlement. Instead judicial authority was granted to ten of the 
original members in order to maintain legitimacy— always 
Sidon’s concern no matter what his schemes. The question at this 
point is what sort of practical decisions, if any, the judges made. 
One way to explain the rebellion of the Centum Aryans at Oman 
is that they refused to accept a judgment to send them across the 
Arabia Sea to India. 

The sequence of 10 Feng-Du judges* is at least partly 
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meaningful because it opens and closes with terms appropriate 
to their positions in the sequence. The “Mirror of Retribution” 
begins the process by recalling the misdeeds of the accused. The 
“Wheel of Rebirth” results in an Elysium for those who prove 
innocent. That Elysium corresponds to the tenth coast of the 
system along the eastern edge of Egypt and calls attention to the 
desirability of the Nile as opposed to distant exile. All the 
locations between the “Mirror of Retribution” in Sumer and the 
“Wheel of Rebirth” in Egypt defined places where the guilty were 
condemned to punitive exile. Since the sequence of courts in 
Feng-Du is meaningful at least in the first and tenth terms, we 
can propose a tentative match to the ten Canaanites exclusive of 
Heth, assuming that the sequence in Genesis 10:15-18 carries 
the same meaning. The anomaly of matching four females at the 
bottom of the list with four male Chinese names can be explained 
by analogy to Ku-Bau, a female “king” in Sumer. When Deborah 
became one of the Israelite shaphetim in the Book of Judges, she 
was indistinguishable in office from the males. 

(*) [See the 10 Shihwang Kings of Hell. There were 12,800 Hells below 
earth. The Jade Emperor put Yama in charge of Diyu (Hell). There were 
thousands of hells but Yama reduced the number of hells to ten. He 
divided Diyu into ten courts, each overseen by a Yama King, while he 
remained as the sovereign ruler of Diyu.] 


The matching names are as follows: 


Table 9.5 Feng-Du Judges and the Vassals of Canaan 
[cp. Book 291] 


Feng-Du Judge Vassal Additional Names [ED: 10 Yama 
Kings] 
Qui-Gang- Sido Enki Jiang of 
Wang n Qinguang 
Qu-Hang- Jeb Shem Li of Chujiang 
Wang us- 
Sang-Di- Am Riphath- Yu Songdi 
Wang or- Seba 
Wu-Guan- Girg Shelah Lu of Wuguan 
Wang ash 
Yen-Lo-Wang Hiv- Peleg Bao of Yama 
Bian-Chang- Ark- Gether Bi of 
Wang Biancheng 
Tai-Shi- Sin- Lakshmi- Dong of 
Wang Demeter Taishan 
Du-Shi-Wang Arv Parvati- Huang of 
ad- Aphrodite Dushi 
Ping-Deng- Zem Ganga- Lu of 
Wang ar- Hestia Pingdeng 


309 


Zhuan-Lung- Ha Saraswati- Xue of 
Wang mat Hera Zhuanlun 
h 


As verification the four females all harmonize with the 
locales they acquire from their respective places in the Arabian 
system. As Durga (Sheba-I)’s daughter the “Sinite” on the 
Arabian coast of the Gulf of Aden complements Durga (Sheba-!) 
herself, Sheba I, matriarch of Sabaea-Yemen. Whether Ptolemy’s 
port of Sanina just east of the Strait of Bab el Mandeb has any 
value for the name “Sinite” is uncertain. Kali’s daughter Arvad 
harmonizes with East Africa in her location on the African coast 
of the same gulf. If the name Arvad once possessed an additional 
open vowel, it could account for the name “Arab” marked in 
Ptolemy’s atlas both by the Arabanitae of south central Arabia 
and the Arabes on the Egyptian side of the Red Sea. Ptolemy 
labels the Red Sea the “Arabicus Sinus” or Arabian Gulf. On the 
east side of the Red Sea, the temporary location of the 
Amerindian protoplast harmonizes with Zemar’s derivation from 
red Mahadevi. Uma’s daughter Saraswati-Hamath appears in the 
Egyptian pantheon as Neith alongside Nekhebet, Uma herself. 


Hamites (section continued) 


AKURGAL: 
Akurgal Koreans modern Korea 
SIRIM: 
Sirim Sauromatae ancient 
Caucasus 
Serbs (South Slavs) modern Serbia 
ANIARRA: 
Aniarra Himyari ancient Arabia 
KAMPILYA: 
Kampilya Khmer modern 
Cambodia 
Yao Tibeto-Burmans modern Tibet, 
Burma, Vietnam 
BARIDISHSHU: 
Baridishshu Paradas ancient 


Parthia (eastern Iran) 
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Shun 
Lower Burma, 


States, Thailand 
ARVAD: 

Arvad 

(Syrian coast) 
HAMATH: 
Hamath 
Hamath (Syria) 
Shemites 


UZ: 


Human 
Texas 


Ukraine 


Scythes 
Russia 


HUL: 
Gelonus 
Republic, 
Hul 
Russia 


Khaldi 
Turkey 


Kaldu (Iraq) 
Mexico 


GETHER: 
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Chinese-Siamese 


Arabes 
Arvadites 


Hamathites 


Comanches 


Cumans (Uzes) 


Scythians 


Galindae 
West Slavs 


Colchians 


Chaldaei 
Chaldeans 


Olmecs 


Agathyrsus Agathyrsians 


Akkadians 


Gedrosians 


ancient 
modern 


ancient 
ancient 
ancient 


modern China, 
Shan 
ancient Egypt 
ancient Arvad 
ancient 
remnant 
remnant 
ancient 
Poland 
Poland, Czech 
Croatia 
ancient 
ancient 
ancient 
ancient 
Baltic 
Akkad (Iraq) 
Gedrosia 


(Pakistan) 


Ark- (Arcas) Arcadians ancient Greece 
Arya ancient Ariana (Iran) 
MASH: 
Mashech Massogetes ancient 
Turkestan 
Math Aramaeans ancient 
Syria 
Mat modern 
Albania 
Bathanaei ancient 
Arabia 
ARPHAXAD I: 
Arphaxad Hebrews ancient Padan-Aram (Syria) modern Israel 
Hadoram Aorsi ancient Baltic 
Saturmus Latins modern Italy 
Zadrima (province) modern Albania 
Sin (Suen) Sicani ancient Sicily 
Sinim (Chinese) modern China 


Although China derived its earliest emperors from the sons of 
Heth and its Han populace from the nominal leadership of Ham 
and Mizraim, the bulk of the population derived from Arphaxad, 
Durga (Sheba-I)’s son by Shem— the Jade Emperor. 


SHELAH: 

Ares Aryans Ariana 

Iran 

Babilos Babylonians ancient Iraq 


The Babylonians are generally regarded as the same people as 
the Akkadians even though the Babylonians of Hammurapi 
invaded Mesopotamia in the second millennium. The equation of 
these peoples is owing to two causes. The Babylonians adopted 
the entire tradition of the Akkadians as their own, and all Semitic 
branches are regarded as speaking dialects of a language more 
uniform throughout the world than are branches of the Indo- 
Europeans. Whatever the degree of distinction between 
Akkadians and Babylonians, the Akkadian stock originally derived 
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from Shem’s son Gether; and Shelah, as Marduk, became their 
chief god. Shelah was subject to the same sort of Semitic- 
Sarmatian doublet as the immediate sons of Shem and vassals of 
Joktan of whom he was one— Diklah, the Prussian Tukla. The 
Baltic Lithuanians take their name from Shelah’s Ugaritic title 
“Lutpan” applied to Tr Il. Babilos or Bubilas is a Lithuanian god. 


Buri Lygian Buri ancient Poland 
Diklah (Tukla) Siculi ancient Sicily 
Lugalbanda Banda modern 


Central African Republic 


This African nation’s tribes reveal a reinforcing connection with 
the Akkadian Empire of Sargon-Nimrod, lord of the Bantu, at the 
same time that Shelah was the father of Eber, lord of the Congo- 
Niger group. The Sumerian name breaks down into two parts, 
“Lugal” meaning “king” and “banda” meaning “younger.” 
Reinforcement comes from another tribe of the Central African 
Republic, the Mandja, corresponding to Sargon’s’ son 
Manishtushu-Serug in Waddell’s Indo-Aryan version Asa-Manja. 
The imperial source of the Akkadian rulers is Peleg represented 
by the Bantu Lega. Peleg was one quarter Negro through his 
grandmother Kali. The other major ethnic group of the Central 
African Republic is the Baya, a name suggesting Baiame-Bai- 
Ulgan-Noah. Charles Cutter’s 2005 study of Africa breaks down 
the population of the Central African Republic as follows: Baya, 
34%; Banda, 27 %; and Mandja, 21 %. So these tribes hardly 
represent tribal cherry-picking in respect to that modern African 
nation, a model instance of the “living Noahic world.” 


Lutpan II Lithuanians modern 
Lithuanian 
Picus Puka (province) modern Albania 
Shelah Shala modern Albania 

Shilluks modern Nilotic 
Africa 
EBER: 
Athamas Athapascans modern Northwest 
Territory, 

Alberta, 

Saskatchewan 
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Atys Attie 
Coast 
Bor Fulani-Bornu 
(Bornu) 
Fulani-Borgu 
(Borgu) 
Eber Apiru 
Celtiberians 

Spain 

Ebira 
Nigeria 

Ebrie 
Coast 

Ewe 
Africa 

Ibo 

Equatorial Guinea, 
Elam Elamites 
(Iran) 

Luma (province) 
Faunus Fan 
Gilgamesh Giligammae 
Africa 
Nabu (Nebo) Navajo 


Athapascan Arizona 


Nuabu Nubians 
(Sudan) 
Nuer 
Africa 
Samug Samo 
speaking West Africa 
Samoeds 
(Lower River Ob) 
Tubal Dibri 
Georgians 
Georgia (Tiblisi) 
Celtiberi 
PELEG: 
Cernunnus Gauls 


modern Guinea 
modern Nigeria 
modern Nigeria 
ancient Elam 
ancient 
modern southern 
modern Guinea 
modern Ewe West 
modern 
Nigeria 
ancient Elam 
modern Albania 
modern Albania 
ancient North 
modern 
ancient Nubia 
modern Nilotic 
modern Gur- 
modern Siberia 
modern Albania 
modern Caucasian 
ancient Spain 
modern France 
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Gira Gerraei ancient Arabia 
Irra Fuliiru modern Kinshasa Congo 
Iraqw modern Nilotic 
East Africa 
Iroquoians remnant New 
York 
Karaduku Kardouchi (Kurds) modern Iraq, 
Turkey, Iran 
Kingu Kinga modern East 
Africa 
Latinus Latini modern Italy 
Lydus (Lud) Lusitani ancient Portugal 
Luti Buri ancient Germanic 
Poland 
Lydians ancient Lydia 
(Turkey) 
Phrixus Phrygians (Trojans) ancient Phrygia 
(Turkey) 
Phrygundiones ancient Germanic 
Poland 
Peleg Lega modern Kinshasa 
Congo 
Puluga Andamese modern Andaman 
Islands 
Tasa (Iltasadum) Contestani ancient Spain 
JOKTAN: 
Aram Aramaeans ancient Syria 
Bes/Besh Bassetani ancient Spain 
Bessi ancient Thrace 
Biessi ancient Sarmatia 
Car Carians ancient Caria 
(Turkey) 
Carpetani ancient Spain 
Joktan Choctaw remnant 
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Muskhogean Mississippi 
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Khitan Arabs modern 
Arabia, Iraq, Jordan, Palestine 
Egypt, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco 


Khitans ancient Inner Mongolia 
Kubera Hobaritae ancient Arabia 
Mael (Mil) Mili Kurds modern Iraq, Turkey 
Meshech Mushki ancient Anatolia 
(Turkey) 
Muskogee remnant 

Muskhogean Alabama 

Vascones (Basques) modern Spain 
SERUG: 
Asa-Manja Mandja modern Central 


African Republic 


Serug Circassians 
(Cherkasses) modern Circassia 
(Caucasus) 
Cherokee remnant 


Tennessee, Oklahoma 


NAHOR: 
Karamba Kamba modern Kenya 
Kurumba modern Gur- 
speaking West Africa 
Nahor Nahuatl (Aztecs) modern Mexico 
ALMODAD: 
Almodad Alumeotae ancient Arabia 
Alani ancient Russia 
Orpheus Croats (Hrvati) modern 
Croatia 
SHELEPH: 
Asklepius East Slavs (Russians, 
Ukrainians) modern Russia, 
Ukraine 
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Sheleph Serbs (South Slavs) modern Serbia 
HAZARMAVETH: 
Hazarmaveth Chazars ancient Russia 
Hadramauti modern 
Hadramaut 
Idrae ancient Sarmatia 
Mot Moesians ancient Moesia (Bulgaria) 


Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] : 

Athtar/Assaracus Asturians ancient Spain 
Bastarnae ancient 

Carpathians 


(Bastarnian Mountains) 


Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] Jazyges 
ancient Dacia (Iasi, Romania) 
Hungary 


The Asturians of northern Spain were known to the Romans as a 
formidable warlike people. They complement Jerah [Poss. 
Herakles/Zeus-II] ’s lord, Joktan, whose chief Spanish tribe was 
the Carpetani. That form of Joktan’s name explains the 
alternative name “Carpathians” for the Ptolemy’s “Bastarnian 
Mountains.” 


OBAL: 
Apollo Poles (West Slavs) modern Poland 
Hobal Ophlones ancient Russia 
Utu Utes remnant Utah 
Shamash Shoshoneans modern Utah, 
Texas 
UZAL: 
Uzal Azali ancient Pannonia 
(Hungary) 

Italoi (Ausonians) modern Italy 

Osi ancient Pannonian 
Germany 
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Osyli ancient 
Russia 


In Germania, Tacitus reports that the Osi proved themselves not 
to be Germans by speaking the Pannonian language. By offering 
as Pannonian a tribe with a name that resembles the Sarmatian 
Osyli, the report reinforces the identification of Pannonia with 
Uzal via the Azali. Thus three sources of information— Ptolemy’s 
Sarmatia, the same geographer’s Pannonia and Tacitus’ report— 
converge on the impression that Uzal-Inanna, “Ister,” is at the 
root of these traditions. As noted previously, the Osyli fill out a 
pattern of Joktanite names in Sarmatia, hence the logic of 
bringing these names into alignment with the Joktanite Uzal. 


ABIMAEL: 


Abimael Tanaitae ancient 
Russia 


Abimael, “My Father Is Mael,” is Joktan’s son Enmerkar. The 
Tanaitae of the River Don-Tanais took the name of Abimael’s 


father Khitan and filled out the array of Joktanite names in 


Ptolemy’s Sarmatia. 


Colonization of Teutonic and Danubean 


Europe 

Joktanite tribes around the Danube were either an extension 
of the Sarmatian Joktanites from the expedition outlined in Table 
12.3 or the result of a separate and later expedition targeting the 
Danube in particular. Joktan’s high importance in the Teutonic 
pantheon as Odin suggests that he and his male vassals colonized 
the Danube at some time after he became the Gallic Esus and 
fought in the Battle of Teutates in 2181. In analyzing the plan for 
distributing the four Centum Aryan stocks after that battle, we 
have placed the Teutons under Joktan toward the mouth of the 
Rhine in 2166-2162. Both the Rhine and Danube flow from the 
Alps, the one northward and the other eastward. The same 
scheme places the Hellenes on the Lower Danube soon after the 
battle in 2178-2174. 

A full effort must be made to locate the Hellenes prior to 
their entrance into Greece by the time of the Trojan War late in 
the second millennium BCE. Their absence from Greece as early 
as the third millennium is presupposed in the “Nativist” White 
Russian theory of Indo-European origins. Their delayed entrance 
into Greece is analogous to the entrance of the Gangetic Indians 
into India owing to the oppressive Assyrian Empire. Waddell 
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places the Indians in Cappadocia prior to that time; but where 
were the Hellenes? Their assignment to the Lower Danube in 
Chapter Two is based on a plausible assumption about the Gallic 
tetrad’s prior knowledge of the Danube and Rhine. The close 
association between Hellenes and Albanians in the Dolphin-and- 
Rider of the Cernunnus scheme— coupled with the striking 
agreement between Albanian Zadrima-Puka-Fan and_ Italic 
Saturnus-Picus-Faunus— suggests that the Hellenes, Albanians 
and Italics were strung out along the Danube from east to west in 
the period following the Battle of Teutates. 

We will soon show that Joktanite tribes akin to the ones in 
Sarmatia but bound chiefly for Italy settled on the Lower Danube 
under elite leadership in the years 2157-2156, two decades after 
the Hellenes. The question boils down to how, when and why the 
Hellenes left the Danube. They and the Albanians typified the 
general Centum Aryan derivation from Ham. Their proper 
patriarch was Ham’s white son Phut. The Albanians divided 
themselves into Ghegs and Toscs to register both sides of the 
Uruk-Aratta conflict by taking these names from Ham-Girgash- 
and the Japhethite Tiras, father of the “Tuscans.” The Hellenes 
did the same thing emphasizing the Titan-Olympian opposition in 
their mythology. Because they could not deny their Hamite 
origin, the must have been drawn toward Crete inhabited by the 
Caphtorim of Ham’s son Mizraim, the Titan Oceanus. To interpret 
their actions between 2174 and 2157, we need a perspective on 
the larger Noahic world in that period. 

The Mizraim clan spearheaded the great African-American 
expedition beginning in the years 2169-2164. This gigantic effort 
explains the Hellenic conception of Oceanus-Mizraim as their 
first sea god Oceanus. The expedition lowered the population of 
the Eastern Mediterranean by evacuating the Amerindian and 
black African protoplasts— more than an eighth of the world. 
That demographic shift in the 2160s was the signal that drew 
Hellenes, Albanians and Italics south from the Danube toward, if 
not to, their traditional homelands. Alien Minoans continued to 
hold Crete throughout much of the second millennium but the 
Centum Aryans were on the move toward the Aegean, Adriatic 
and Tyrrhenian Seas. 

Assuming Joktan’s knowledge of Europe from antediluvian 
tradition, we can safely hypothesize that he led an expedition up 
the Rhine and down the Danube. Antediluvian insight was 
supplied by Ham, who re-crossed the Atlantic by 2166 and 
planted a colony of Teutons on the Weser, the Cauchi, using his 
Mayan Bacab name Cauca. This interplay between Joktan-Aram 
and Ham is probably embodied in the Armenian Christian 
tradition that traced their descent from a combination of Aram, 
Ham’s full brother Togarmah and Togarmah’s “son” Hayk. It is 
quite possible that that “son” is Ham-Cauca viewed through a 
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feudal perspective. Because Joktan’s expedition ended at the 
mouth of the Danube after colonizing Thrace, it makes sense that 
the Thraco-Phrygian Armenians derived from the end of the 
process there and recalled the personal alliance at the head of 
the expedition. In forming this Rhine-Danube expedition, Joktan 
put to use the distinction between his four Aramaean vassals and 
his separate Joktanite group. Because the sons of Ham were all 
dead by the 2160s, they were replaced by the four sons of Thor- 
Herakles-Shem. On linguistic grounds the Teutons are divided 
into three groups: East Teutons, represented by Goths; North 
Teutons, the Scandinavians; and West Teutons, including 
Germans, Dutch and English. Setting aside language, a fourth, 
southern division can be identified with the Illyrians on the basis 
of racial characteristics. Anthropologists have recognized in the 
skull form of the Illyrians the same Nordic type as the Teutons of 
Northern Europe. 

The name “Illyroi” can be identified with Hul-Hullr-Hyllus, 

although it may seem strange to place these Europeans under 
the black, bull-necked ancestor of the Olmecs of Mexico. Neither 
the Teutonic tradition nor the the Hellenic gives any hint that 
Hullr-Hyllus might be a black man; but race remains independent 
of feudal leaders. 
White patriarchs such as Ashkenaz or Shem imposed their names 
on black African tribes. Black Hul evidently imposed his on 
European whites. The Olmecs entered Mexico at the end of an 
African expedition led by a Mizraim clan consisting of racially 
distinct members. The same is true of Aramaean and Joktanite 
leaders who colonized Europe. The fact is that both Teutons and 
Hellenes remembered the names of the sons of Shem without 
recalling anything about their racial character. 

The Danube was colonized at this time by tribes who 
eventually populated the Danubean provinces of the Roman 
Empire. They included Joktanite tribes distinct from Sarmatian 
counterparts named for the same members of the Joktanite clan. 
Hazarmaveth-Mot, for example, appears as the Moesians or 
Mysians of ancient Bulgaria, distinct from the Idrae of the Volga; 
and the Azali and Osi of Pannonia, representing Uzal-Inanna, 
should not be confused with the Osyli on the Don. These 
differences reflect two entirely different expeditions including 
one targeting Sarmatia in the early 23rd century as embodied in 
Table 12.3. The Danubean counterparts resulted from an 
expedition more than a century later. 

As for the Teutons, the name Gether offers an alternative to 
Gudea-Sidon as nominal source of the Goths, making the East 
Teutons counterparts of the Agathyrsians of northern Sarmatia. 
Genesis 10 names pointed with the Hebrew short e such as Peleg 
and Erech turn up in extra-biblical traditions as Puluga and Uruk. 
It is reasonable to posit “Guthur” for Gether; and the back vowel 
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“u” often recurs as “o” as in Italian names ending in “o” but 
based on Latin “us.” The Sarmatian Scyths of Uz-Scythes 
sometimes appears as “Sacae,” serving to identify Uz as leader of 
West Teutons typified by Saxons. In addition to the insular 
Saxons of English history, continental Saxons were an important 
people who created the Holy Roman Empire in 962 and 
supported Luther’s Reformation after 1517. Process of 
elimination identifies Shem’s ultra-white son Mash— grandson of 
Uma through both parents— as leader of the the North Teutonic 
Scandinavians. In this case feudal leadership is buttressed by 
genetic kinship. 

The Danubean tribes include Shem’s son Arphaxad I-Daksha 
I as the Dacians of the Roman province of Dacia (Romania). Dacia 
and Pannonia (Hungary) form a father-daughter pair equivalent 
to Sumerian Nanna and Inanna, Hadoram and Uzal of the 
Joktanite clan. It is no wonder that Finno-Ugrians Magyars, 
linguistically akin to the Sumerians, singled out the Danube 
in Pannonia to establish their homeland of Hungary by the 10th 
century of the Christian era when they battled the Saxons. The 
fourth vassal of Joktan, Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] is 
Hazarmaveth’s brother Athtar-Assaracus, a member of the 
Dardanian line of Phrygian Troy and ancestor of the Thraco- 
Phrygian Thracians south of Moesia at the end of the Danube 
sequence. Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] is also represented by 
the Jazyges of Pannonia-Dacia east of the Hungarian River 
Theiss. The Jazyges account for the Romanian town Jassy or Iasi 
not far from the coast of the Black Sea. 

The first two Joktanites, Almodad and Sheleph, are Obal- 
Apollo’s sons Orpheus and Asklepius, ancestors of West Slavs and 
East Slavs respectively. These Slavs derived from an earlier, 
Sarmatian expedition of the early 23rd century. They exclude, 
however, the South Slavic Serbs, who inhabit the Danube region 
at Belgrade. The name “Serb” figures as a duplication of 
Sheleph-Asklepius resulting from the expedition of the 2160s. 
Even though the West Slavic Hrvati-Croatians derived from the 
earlier expedition, their migration southward to Croatia near 
Serbia suggests awareness that the Serbs were their brothers in 
more than a linguistic sense. In Roman times Belgrade was 
equivalent to Sirmium at the place where the Danube turns east 
again in its final course toward the sea. Ptolemy calls the place 
Sigindocyum in the extreme northwestern corner of Upper 
Mysia. He locates the titular Mysi of Mot-Hazarmaveth in the 
east end of Upper Mysia. 

The distinction between the two expeditions suggests that 
Almodad-Orpheus was represented in the 2160s by a people 
distinct from the Serbs and located somewhere else among the 
Danubean provinces. At the head of the Joktanite list, Almodad 
accounts for the Helvetians of the Roman Swiss province of 
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Helvetia. Just as the name “Serb” furnishes an “r” variant of 
Sheleph, the Helvetians supply an “l” variant of the Hrvati- 
Croatians, not because they were West Slavs but because they 
carried Almodad’s name independently in the expedition of the 
2160s. The name “Elveti” is carved directly out of the first four 
consonantal elements of “Almodad.” Ptolemy’s Chart IV of Gaul 
shows the Elvetii on the west bank of the Upper Rhine as though 
they were Gallic. This location serves to link the Teutonic and 
Danubean parts of the expedition as Joktan left the Teutons in 
the north before journeying up the Rhine and down the Danube. 

The Noahic origin of the Danubean tribes would be more 
visible if Almodad, Sheleph, Hazarmaveth and Jerah [Poss. 
Herakles/Zeus-II] were distributed in as many provinces along 
the Danube; but the sequence does not conform to the Hebrew 
record to that extent. Mot-Hazarmaveth ends the sequence in 
Moesia south of Dacia. The likelihood of migrations in later times 
such as the Croatians from Poland to Yugoslavia makes it difficult 
to outline an isochronic process of primitive settlements in the 
22nd century; but we can try. If the four “Aramaean” groups of 
Teutons all settled at the Rhine, migration farther east must have 
occurred almost immediately. The exotic, southern location of the 
Illyrians suggests that Hul’s division of the stock— speaking 
some non-Teutonic language— accompanied the main expedition 
to the Danube and found their way to Illyria as an extension of 
the Danubean stage of the process. 

Uz, Mash and Gether divided the Teutons according to the 
chief rivers of Germany. After settling West Teutons at the Rhine, 
the Aramaean sons of Shem handed the Weser over to Ham and 
the Cauchi. This branch of the expedition then sought out the 
Elbe and Vistula. Before the West Slavic Czechs and Poles took 
possession of the Upper Elbe and Vistula, these two rivers 
furnished “prehistoric” settlements for the North Teutons and 
East Teutons respectively. In historic times the transition from 
West Teutons to North Teutons occurs in Jutland, inhabited by 
North Teutonic Danes but in close proximity to West Teutonic 
Angles and Saxons in Ptolemy’s Chart V. If North Teutons under 
Mash originally settled on the Elbe, they were pushed north by 
the eastward expansion of West Teutons. 

An interesting possibility concerns the Lombards, a Teutonic 
people who made their way to Italian Lombardy in the 6th 
century. Ptolemy shows them as “Laccobardi” near the Elbe as 
well as Langobardi toward the Rhine. Because their name was a 
corruption of the epithet “Langobardi,” meaning “Long Beards,” 
nothing can be made of the name. Although the Lombards were 
hardly North Teutonic speakers in the 6th century, it is 
conceivable that they were a genetic remnant of an original 
North Teutonic settlement on the Elbe. By invading Italy they 
complemented the East Teutonic Goths who invaded Italy in the 
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oth century. It can be argued that the Goths and Lombards left 
the north because both tribes felt that they could not contest 
Germany with the more populous West Teutons. Assuming that 
East Teutons originally settled on the Vistula, it makes sense that 
they were driven out by West Slavs, first to Gotland Island in the 
Baltic and then to the south when they found that they could not 
challenge either the North Teutons for Scandinavia or the West 
Teutons for Germany. Even if the Lombards adopted a West 
Teutonic form of the language, they may have felt themselves to 
be strangers in Germany. 

In any case we can posit settlements by the West Teutons 
under Uz-Scythes on the Rhine, more West Teutons under Ham 
at the Weser, North Teutons under Mash-Madhe on the Elbe and 
East Teutons under Gether-Agathyrsus on the Vistula. Uz and 
Ham made effective allies among the West Teutons because they 
were both sons of Mahadevi and therefore half-brothers. As 
representatives of Ham’s original settlement on the Weser, the 
Cauchi are shown by Ptolemy on either side of the mouth of that 
river, those to the west toward the Frisians called Lesser Cauchi 
and those between the Weser and Elbe, the Greater Cauchi. 
Ham’s grandsons Heth and Sidon are represented by the Chatti 
near the source of the Weser and Sidones near the source of the 
Vistula. Thus we are working with a tetrad of river settlements, 
suggesting an isochronic module to fill out the coastal period 
allotted to Joktan-Odin and the Teutons between 2166 and 2162. 
The Danubean stage either began in 2162 or ran concurrently 
from 2166. Before determining which date to follow, we need an 
enumeration of ethnic units in the Danubean process. So far we 
have placed there Almodad (Helvetia), Sheleph (Serbia), 
Hazarmaveth (Moesia), Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] (Pannonia- 
Dacia), Hadoram-Arphaxad I (Dacia), Uzal (Pannonia) and Hul 
(Illyria). This list fails to account for the Austrian provinces of 
Raetia, Vindelicia and Noricum. It also omits the Joktanite males 
Obal, Diklah and Abimael. 

Ptolemy’s Chart VI shows the Danubean provinces Raetia, 
Vindelicia, Noricum, Upper Pannonia and Lower Pannonia. To 
the south and separated by mountains, it shows Illyria (Illyris or 
Liburnia) and Dalmatia along the Adriatic coast. In one way or 
another, these territories were colonized by the Danubean stage 
of Joktan’s expedition. The Azali of Upper Pannonia suggests 
Uzal; and so do the Pannonian Osi named by Tacitus. Uzal- 
Inanna’s Semitic name Ishtar conceivably accounts for the name 
Ister_given to the Danube by the classical world (though not 
Ptolemy). A focal point in Lower Pannonia is the Aravisci at the 
southward bend of the Danube in modern Hungary near 
Budapest. Ptolemy shows this tribe opposite a land he labels 
“Tazigum Metanastae” between Lower Pannonia and Dacia in 
eastern Hungary. Because we are looking for Uzal-Inanna’s 
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brother Obal to complement his place in Upper Pannonia, the 
Aravisci call to mind the Arabian Arabanitae at the same latitude 
as Obal’s Hobaritae. The association is barely sufficient to place 
Obal in Lower Pannonia but might indicate some patriarch allied 
to Obal both in Arabia and Pannonia. 

Of the six tribes in Noricum, four begin with the element 
“Ambi”: Ambesotii, Ambesoncii, Ambidravi and Amblici. These 
tribes are believed to have originated in Celtic Gaul. Although 
ambi in Latin means “both,” it stretches credulity to suggest that 
a Roman fabricated all these tribe names on that Latin basis. 
Instead the sound suggests a “foreign” element derived from the 
Semitic prefix “Abi-” meaning “My Father” in the name Abimael. 
The tribe that gave its name to Noricum— Norici— can even be 
explained as a derivation from Abimael’s Sumerian name 
Enmerkar, yielding the interior consonants of that name nrk. 
Admittedly this argument on Noricum is far-fetched on both 
counts. Results are more convincing for Diklah. 

As Diklah, Shelah plays a role in the Joktanite list analogous 
to Obal’s in fathering a pair of brothers appearing toward the 
head of the list. None of the tribe names in Raetia or Vindelicia 
suggest Diklah-Shelah, whose sons appear on the the Lower 
Danube in Dacia and Mysia (Moesia) along with his father 
Hadoram-Daksha I in Dacia. The clearest suggestion of Shelah’s 
presence in this part of the world is the Amadoci of European 
Sarmatia just north of the Bastarnae, whom we have identified 
with his son Athtar-Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] . The name 
Amadoci corresponds to Shelah’s Mesopotamian god name 
Marduk. Ptolemy’s Chart IX places the Amadoci on the River 
Dniester next to the lake at modern Kamenec-Podolski north of 
Moldavia and Iasi. This equivocal position between the Danube 
group and the Sarmatian Joktanite tribes raises the question of 
whether it originated from the Sarmatian expedition of the early 
23rd century or from the Danubean process of the 22nd. That 
equivocation already applies to the Bastarnae and Jazyges 
attributed to Shelah’s son Athtar-Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-I]] . 
For the sake of completeness, we can consider the Amadoci as 
Shelah-Diklah’s contribution to the Danube process. 

A difficulty is whether to skip the provinces of Raetia and 
Vindelicia in analyzing Joktan’s expedition. These provinces are 
the first two in Ptolemy’s Chart VI, Raetia containing the source 
of the Danube. The provinces include the whole of the German 
Danube from Lake Constance to Austrian Noricum— too long a 
stretch to overlook if we assume that Joktan’s expedition sought 
deliberately to string a series of settlements along the great 
river. If the two provinces resulted in Roman times from original 
settlements by Joktan, we can regard their founders as 
unidentified sons of Joktan analogous to his one begotten son 
among the Noahic elite, Abimael in Noricum. They bring the total 
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of the Danubean group to the standard Noahic eleven, excluding 
Hul’s Illyria as proper to the Aramaean group. 

According to Table 6.3, Joktan reigned twice as an Egyptian 
in the 22nd century, first as Re-Neb of Dynasty II between 2174 
and 2172 and again between 2156 and 2154 as Khaba of Dynasty 
III. The first of these reigns followed the Battle of Teutates by 
four years and left him six years between 2172 and 2166 to join 
the other leaders of the Gallic tetrad in colonizing Europe. If the 
Danubean process began simultaneously with the Teutonic in 
2166 and followed the same module of a single year, it extended 
to 2155 in the middle of Joktan’s reign as Khaba. There is no 
reason to believe that he remained personally present in the late 
stages of the process, for example, when ancestors of the 
Amadoci made their way from the Danube to the Dniester. 

A final chronological consideration is that Shelah-Diklah 

reigned as Pharaoh Djoser between 2161 and 2159. It makes 
sense that he would have left Egypt, as a vassal of Joktan, in 
2159 to voyage to the mouth of the Danube and take his place as 
leader of the Amadoci, rendezvous with the remainder of the 
expedition and release Joktan to voyage to Egypt by the same 
route and take up his reign as Khaba in 2156. Given these 
parameters, we can outline Joktan’s colonization of interior 
Europe in fifteen steps starting in 2166 and ending by 2155: 
The Serbs are placed in brackets because Ptolemy shows no such 
tribe in Upper Mysia in his time. Ancestors of the South Slavic 
Serbs left the Danube in search of Slavic brethren farther north 
and were eventually obliged to return to the Danube around 
Belgrade. The Funk and Wagnells article on the Serbs reports 
that prior to 637 in the Christian era, the Serbs inhabited Galicia 
at the source of the Dniester as though this branch of the family 
of Sheleph deliberately sought out the Amadoci of Diklah or 
Bastarnae of Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] at the close of the 
process. The Dniester supplied the boundary between the 
Danubean sphere and Sarmatia of the Slavs at the Dnieper, Don 
and Volga. The Serbs migrated from Galicia to the Danube 
around 637 at the request of a Byzantine emperor to serve as a 
buffer against enemy tribes. In the table the migration of Illyrians 
along the Sava into Illyria is treated as a side branch in 2158 
without influencing the schedule of the Danubean expedition. 


Table 9.6 Colonization of Germany and the Danube 
[cp. Book 306] 


Year Location People Province 
Leader 
2 Lower Rhine West Germania Uz 
1 Teutons 
6 
5 
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2 Weser Cauchi Germania Ham 

1 

6 

4 

2 Elbe North Germania- Mash 

1 Teutons Scandia 

6 

3 

2 Vistula East Germania Gether 
1 Teutons 

6 

2 

2 Upper Rhine Elvetii Helvetia Almodad 
1 

6 

5 

2 Upper Raetian Raetia unidentifie 
1 Danube tribes d 

6 son of 

4 Joktan 

2 Upper Vindelicia Vindelicia unidentifie 
1 Danube n tribes d 

6 son of 

3 Joktan 

2 Austrian Norican Noricum Abimael 
1 Danube tribes 

6 

2 

2 Austrian Azali, Osi Upper Uzal 

1 Danube Pannonia 

6 

1 

2 Hungarian Aravisci Lower Obal 

1 Danube Pannonia 

6 

0 

2 Hungarian Jazyges Eastern Jerah 

1 Danube Hungary [Poss. 

i) Herakles/ 
9 Zeus-II] 
2 Serbian [Serbs] Upper Mysia Sheleph 
1 Danube 

5 

8 

2 River Sava Illyrians Illyria Hul 

1 

5 

8 

2 Lower Mysians Upper Mysia Hazarmav 
1 Danube eth 

5 

7 
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2 Lower Dacian Dacia Hadoram 
1 Danube tribes 
5 
6 
2 Upper Amadoci European Diklah- 
1 Dniester Sarmatia Marduk 
5 
5 
Shemites (section continued) 
OPHIR: 
Ophir. See Afars under Seba. 
HAVILAH - I: 
Maia Magyars modern Hungary 
Mayas modern 
Guatemala 
SHEBA - I: 
Sheba. Sabaeans ancient Yemen 
JOBAB: 
UMA: 
Uma Omamitae ancient Oman 
Yumans remnant Arizona, 
Mexico 


Antediluvian Ethnology and Sacred Geography 
Although a universal racial tetrad began with the first four 
males of Adam’s family, the system expanded into a linguistic 
ogdoad by the time of the Flood; and the complete antediluvian 
picture was even more complex than that. The system of four 
rivers in Genesis 2:10-14 establishes a principle that pairs of 
major rivers descending from the great uplands of the earth 
served as frames of reference for a fully developed set of races. 
Hallo dismisses the Pishon and Gihon rivers of Genesis 2 as 
mythological because that is standard procedure for dealing with 
anything in the Bible that does not immediately fall into place 
with extra-biblical knowledge. In contrast Biblicists have been 
forced to conclude from the Genesis 2 passage that the earth’s 
surface was altered when the “fountains of the deep” opened in 
seismic activity at the time of the Flood. In viewing the Pishon 
and Gihon, I favor the view that the antediluvian Red Sea was an 
antediluvian river valley. As the Pishon it defined the land of 
Havilah-Arabia just as the Gihon-Nile defined African Cush. 
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Because both the Pishon-Gihon and Tigris-Euphrates are said 
to flow down into a river that crosses Eden, the implication is 
that Eden consisted of land extending from the Mediterranean 
eastward to the Persian Gulf. In other words, the central river of 
Eden named in the passage linked the Upper and Lower Seas of 
Sumerian tradition. Two pairs of rivers that fed this central 
waterway flowed from the Caucasus in the northeast and from 
the uplands of East Africa in the southwest. 


Sacred Rivers 

The complete ethonological system before the Flood 
expanded to fourteen groups associated with seven pairs of 
rivers and seven of the most mountainous regions of the earth. As 
we have seen, the antediluvian survivor singled out to link the 
antediluvian and postdiluvian worlds was Japheth, creator of the 
Hamitic linguistic stock. Born a century before the Flood in 2618, 
this patriarch was fashioned into Re-Harakhte by the Egyptians 
and given 336 years from the year the Flood preparations began 
twenty-years before his birth in 2638 to the Uruk-Aratta War in 
2302. This artificial arrangement complemented the way 
Japheth’s fourteen postdiluvian vassals were treated as memorial 
symbols of the fourteen divisions of mankind who preexisted the 
Flood and perished in that cataclysm. We have seen, for example, 
that Gomer derived his name Llyr or Hler from Japheth’s 
antediluvian city of Larak. 

The seven pairs of rivers were the: 


Huang Ho-Yangtze, - easternmost pair flowed eastward from 
the Nan Shan and Tibet; 

Ganges-Indus, - southward from the Himalayas; 
Tigris-Euphrates, - southward from the Caucasus; 

Red Sea-Nile, - northward from the Abyssinian highlands; 
Danube-Rhine, - eastward and northward from the Alps; 
Amazon-Rio de la Plata - westward and southward from the 
Andes; 

Mississippi-Colorado. - southward from the Rockies. 


Whether antediluvian ships existed or were needed to bring the 
Americas into play is a moot point. By some process the four 
races of Adam’s family expanded into fourteen, four each from 
the Cainites and Abelites of “Eve’s sons” and three each from the 
races of black Adam and yellow Seth. This conclusion results 
from analyzing how postdiluvians populated the fourteen rivers 
that linked their world to the world that perished in the Flood. 
More specifically it involves associating the fourteen rivers with 
the fourteen vassals of Japheth while assigning those vassals to 
the four races of Adam’s world. A model example of the process 
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associates Gomer-Himavan of the Himalayas with the Ganges and 
Riphath-Tamula with the Indus of the Dravidian Tamils. Most of 
the vassals were immediate sons of one of the female survivors of 
the Flood. This principle has been established for yellow Gomer, 
red Magog, white Madai, black Tubal, red Meshech, white 
Ashkenaz, black Riphath and red Togarmah— eight of the 
fourteen. The maternal classifications of the others must be 
determined. Javan was a son of Penarddun, a daughter of Beli the 
Great, a son of Ham’s yellow son Mizraim and of Gomer, 
Japheth’s yellow son. Yet his portrait as Redjedef shows a 
predominantly Caucasoid man. The explanation lies with 
Caucasoid influences at three points: Japheth’s own Caucasoid 
character as a son of Uma and the unidentified wives of Mizraim 
and Beli the Great, both of whom were apparently white. 
Although Javan’s Welsh name Bran is supposed to mean “crow,” 
his sister Branwen’s name has been interpreted “White Breast.” 

Meshech-Joktan and Tiras were members of the same family 
as Peleg and yet distinguished from him as vassals of Japheth. 
The red matriarch Mahadevi was Peleg’s mother but not theirs. 
Although one of the North American pantheons identifies Peleg 
and Joktan as the twins lIoskeha and Tawiskara, they are 
identified as half brothers with different mothers in Hellenic 
tradition as Phrixus and Melicertes. The ethnological quota of our 
hypothesis requires that Meshech and Tiras were classified as 
yellow as though sons of Durga (Sheba-I). In declaring himself a 
“son” of Utu, Joktan-Meskiaggasher identifies himself as a 
grandson of the Chinese patriarch Arphaxad I. As patriarch of the 
Rasena Etruscans, Tiras becomes a regional complement to the 
Italic Latins who trace their descent from the same Arphaxad, 
their god Saturnus. 

The rest of this genetic analysis depends on maternities of 
the four Javanite vassals. Hellenic tradition identifies Shelah and 
Elishah as Poseidon’s sons by the same mother named Libya. If 
this tradition is taken at face value, Elishah-Agenor as well as 
Belus-Shelah was a son of Inanna. The strongly Causasoid 
character of their father Sidon and of Inanna’s mother Ningal- 
Uma, classifies Elishah among the four white vassals of the 
system. The mother of his sons Phoenix-Tarshish and Kitt- 
Cadmus is a woman named Telephassa, who could be anyone. 
Reading the strong Amerindian tradition of the Caddoans into the 
mix, she was either red Mahadevi or some daughter of her 
family. Another obscure female Anchinoé was the mother of 
Belus-Shelah’s son Danaus-Ro. This woman could either have 
been Kali or a member of Kali’s black progeny. Rodan’s 
identification with Rhodes associates him with the Heliadae of 
black Helius-Nimrod, son of the black Titan Hyperion-Cush. 

The four Japhethite whites, therefore, were Madai, Javan, 
Ashkenaz and Elishah; the four reds, Magog, Togarmah, Tarshish 


329 


and Kitt-Cadmus; the three blacks, Tubal-Eber, Riphath and Ro- 
Danaus; and the three yellows, Gomer, Meshech and Tiras. Our 
hypothesis is that Japheth intended these vassals to memorialize 
the fourteen lost ethnic groups of the antediluvian world. They 
were to accomplish this goal by embodying a plenitude of races, 
learning about the antediluvian heritage from Japheth and 
colonizing parts of the world originally inhabited by their 
antediluvian counterparts. By becoming Himavan, yellow Gomer 
memorialized some Sethite, Asian race located in antediluvian 
times at the Ganges. The other two “yellow Japhethites” Meshech 
and Tiras memorialized Sethites living on the Huang Ho and 
Yangtze. Joktan’s association with the Huang Ho is implied by the 
Khitan tribe of Inner Mongolia. The name of this tribe is identical 
to the Arabian name for Joktan. As for Tiras and the Chinese, it 
would be interesting to notice if any affinities exist between the 
unclassified Etruscan language and Sino-Tibetan. Otherwise we 
must content ourselves with the observation that Tiras’ 
Etruscans complemented the Latins who claimed descent from 
the Chinese Jade Emperor Arphaxad I-Saturnus. Three Sethite 
races, in any case, were located before the Flood at the Huang 
Ho, Yangtze and Ganges. 

The Tamils of Kali’s son Riphath-Tamula memorialize a race 
of black “Adamites” living on the Indus in antediluvian times. 
Black Rodan’s function as the predynastic Ro was to memorialize 
the antediluvian race in the land of Cush defined by the Gihon- 
Nile. Tubal-Eber’s antediluvian correlative poses a challenge. 
Kali’s selection of Elam-Lumma as her claim land suggests that a 
black race inhabited the region of the Lower Tigris before the 
Flood. Eber’s Shemite name Elam implies that his role was to 
recall this race. In this sense the Tigris complemented the Indus 
in the same way that the Huang Ho and Yangtze complemented 
the Ganges. 

The four antediluvian white stocks of Cain necessarily 
included Indo-Europeans of the Kurgan region far from any of the 
rivers analyzed here. Their location can only be explained as the 
result of an antediluvian migration eastward from the Danube. 
Their Japhethite counterpart is clearly Ashkenaz, Yarilo of the 
Slavs whose Siberian-Sarmation colonization process 
encompassed the Kurgan region and may well have terminated at 
the Danube. Another of the great Caucasoid stocks of the 
postdiluvian world was the Hamites who, despite settling on the 
Nile, were originally intended for Japheth’s claim land of 
Marhashi-Syria. If so they memorialized a white stock of the 
antediluvian Euphrates. According to this perspective, the Tigris- 
Euphrates formed the dividing line between Adam’s black and 
yellow races to the east and Eve’s white and red races to the 
west. Although the Nile lies southwest of Mesopotamia, the black 
character of Cush-Ethiopia and black Africa can be considered an 
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adjunct of the Tigris and Elam to the east of the Euphrates. The 
Egyptians made the point by planting a white race on the Lower 
Nile as a westward extension of the Euphrates and Syria. Javan’s 
importance as Redjedef suggests that he was the patriarch 
chosen to represent the antediluvian stock of the Euphrates. His 
Yavanas took a position in Ionia in order to encompass all the 
land west of the Euphrates to the Aegean Sea. 

The all-white inhabitants of the postdiluvian Rhine imply that 
that river defined the original homeland of another white Cainite 
stock. The Hamite polarity of the Centum Aryans draws attention 
to the Javanite Elishah as a son of ultra-white Sidon-Loki. The 
other white Japhethite was Japheth’s white son Madai. One of 
these two vassals of Japheth accounts for what must have been a 
Cainite stock at the Colorado river in North America as 
symbolized by the the name Yuma after Madai’s mother Uma. As 
far-fetched as Madai’s association with the Colorado may appear, 
the central fact about him clearly links him to the Amerindians 
despite his Caucasoid race. His one land of Media is identical to 
Gutium, the original claim land of Mahadevi for her Amerindian 
people. Whatever Madai’s contribution to North America, his half 
brother Ashkenaz was chosen to lead the North American 
expedition and was responsible for planting the name of their 
common mother at the mouth of the Colorado. 

Elishah-Agenor, therefore, was chosen to memorialize the 
Cainite stock of the antediluvian Rhine. Two Gallic tribes near 
the west bank of the Lower and Upper Rhine establish the 
needed connection. Elishah-Agenor was a full brother to Shelah- 
Belus. The name Belus is no casual Hellenism but a rendering by 
the Greeks of Shelah’s authentic Amorite name Belu. This form of 
Shelah’s name appears in the Beluaci and Belgae west of the 
Lower Rhine. The Belgae gave their name to Roman Belgica and 
modern Belgium. Although there has been some dispute over 
whether the Belgae were Celts or Teutons, the important point is 
their geographic location. Reinforcement comes from Celtic 
Britain where a detachment of the Belgae appear along with a 
people known as Iceni. That last name can be viewed as a 
variation of Elishah’s Hellenic name Agenor with the opening 
vowel “fronted” and the voiced palatal g reduced to the unvoiced 
k. 

The four red stocks of the memorializing system begin with 
the Japhethite chosen to represent Mahadevi’s homeland of 
Havilah-Arabia. This was Phoenix-Tarshish, father of the 
Phoenicians, whose tradition reports that they came to North 
Canaan from the Red Sea. It is quite possible that, when this race 
left the Persian Gulf to circumnavigate Arabia, they were 
misinformed that they would find a great river, the Pishon, still 
watering the land of Havilah. Hellenic mythology interprets all 
the bodies of water surrounding Arabia as rivers. When they 
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passed beyond the Gulf of Aden, they discovered that the river 
had turned into a salt water sea. The rebellion which brought 
them, the other Canaanites and the Centum Aryans northward 
may have been abetted by this shocking discovery. The other 
three red Japhethites memorialized Abelite stocks that had 
inhabited antediluvian versions of the Amazon, Rio de la Plata 
and Mississippi. We have already placed Togarmah in the 
Amazonian region as embodied by the Tucano. Magog’s 
identification as Mango-Capac associates him with an 
antediluvian Abelite stock of the Andes and Rio de la Plata. 
Finally Tarshish’s full brother Khetm-Cadmus gave his name to 
the Caddoans and memorialized an antediluvian stock of the 
Mississippi. 

Table 9.7 summarizes this memorializing correlation 
between the fourteen Japhethites and fourteen races of the 
antediluvian world. These antediluvian stocks are labeled 
“Sethite A” and so forth and are arranged in the order of 
proximity to Mesopotamia. Not much should be made of the 
sequence since these groups have not been assigned languages 
or subjected to an isochronic colonization process in the 
antediluvian period. Nor have I worked out the logic of expansion 
from four to fourteen divisions except to assign three each to 
Adam and Seth and four each to Cain and Abel. An implication of 
that imbalance is that the two “male” stocks of Adam and Seth 
undertook colonization in the East before the races of Cain and 
Abel undertook the colonization of the west. Because Seth was 
not born until Adam was 130 years old, 

Adam may have colonized the Indus even before Seth’s birth in 
isolation from Eve and her sons. No matter what the plan, formal 
“incest” is a given dimension of any monogenetic scheme. 


Table 9.7 Fourteen Antediluvian Stocks [cp. Book 


312] 
Antedilvian Stock Location 
Memorializing Japhethite 
Adamite A Tigris (Lumma) Tubal-Elam 
Adamite B Indus (Dilmun) Riphath- 
Tamula 
Adamite C Nile (Meluhha) Ro-Danaus 
Sethite A Ganges Gomer- 
Himavan 
Sethite B Yangtze Tiras 
Sethite C Huang Ho Meshech- 
Khitan 
Cainite A Euphrates (Marhashi) Javan 
Cainite B Danube Ashkenaz 
Cainite C Rhine Elishah 
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Cainite D Colorado Madai 

Abelite A Red Sea (Magan) Tarshish-Poeni 

Abelite B Amazon Togarmah 

Abelite C Rio de la Plata (Andes) Magog 

Abelite D Mississippi Kitt-Cadmus 
Chapter Ten 


Profiles of the Noahic Elite I: 
Male Antediluvians and Japhethites 


Noah. 

Descendant of the Sethite or Asian line of Adam’s family. Born in 
3118, 600 years before the Flood, in the Sethite Far East. 
Beginning in 2638 Noah toured the earth to gather the wives of 
the Ark from the four racial stocks of mankind. After 2578 he 
shared in the antediluvian regime revealed in the opening section 
of the Sumerian King List under the name Ziusudra of 
Shuruppak. After the Flood in 2518, he claimed the land of 
Subaria on the Upper Tigris where he established the Ural-Altaic 
linguistic stock, who remembered him as Kudai Bai Ulgon (Bai- 
Ulgan). Offended by Ham and Ham’s family’s behavior, he cursed 
Ham’s heir Canaan with the effect of transferring control of the 
“Semitic” (Canaanite) linguistic stock from its originator Ham to 
the more decent Shem. Canaan’s son Sidon retaliated by 
destroying Noah’s authority as priest of the heaven god An and 
replaced him as designer of the Noahic cosmos under his 
character as high priest of the wisdom god Enki. Sidon 
transferred the Anship to his father Canaan who appears as Anu 
both in the Marduk Epic and Hurrian Song of Kumarbi (Shem). 
This event occurred in the ninth year of the sixth Noahic era in 
2359 after Noah had re-established the antediluvian city of Eridu. 
It is recorded in the Hurrian text where he is identified as Alalu 
and his adversary Anu (Canaan). In later times Noah appears as 
Ziusudra the Faraway of the Epic of Gilgamesh where he 
interacts with Eber and tells him the story of the Flood; as Indra 
and Didanu, lord of the Marut-Amorites; and as a Sumerian ruler 
Kudda shortly before his death in 2168. Eber-Gilgamesh’s visit to 
Ziusudra may have brought him to Colchis where Noah and his 
black children Riphath and Arvad took refuge after the Uruk- 
Aratta war. These three appear together as the royal family of 
Colchis in the Hellenic Argonautica. 

An impression of Noah’s face is given as the god of the 
Gundestrup Panel of the Boar-Holding Men (See below): As with 
other exterior panels of the Caldron, this image has been copied 
from Klindt-Jensen’s Gundestrupkedelen. The logic of the panel is 
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clearly political. We have seen that the second heir of the Inanna 
succession, Eber, bears a name meaning “Boar” in German. The 
two boar-holders represent opposed and balanced claimants to 
the Shemite imperial line, one through Canaan, Sidon, Shelah 
and Eber and the other directly through Shem, Arphaxad I, Obal 
and Sheleph. By this account, Sheleph (Asklepius) is the rival 
“Boar” of Arphaxad’s line. One of the anthropomorphic holders is 
Shelah-Marduk; and the other, Obal, the sun god Utu, espoused 
by Meshech-Joktan in founding the Eanna Dynasty of Uruk. 


Gundestrup Panel of the Boar-Holding Men 


The creatures located on Noah’s shoulders help identify 
which line is which. The one to the right is a winged horse 
suggestive of the Hellenic Pegasus, closely associated with 
Apollo, the Hellenic version of Utu-Obal. Thus the boar-holding 
structure on the god’s left shoulder represents the male line of 
Arphaxad I-Nanna and his son Utu. Instead of dealing with the 
Uruk-Aratta War as the Taranis and Medb panels do, the dyad of 
this panel refers to the dual unity introduced into the world when 
Noah subordinated Semites and Indo-Europeans to Shem by 
naming his God Yahweh Elohim. The winged horse is another 
instance of the symbol of birds in representing the air god Enlil 
and the Semitic linguistic stock. The same is true of the griffins 
of the Taranis and Medb panels and the winged lion in Gudea’s 
dream vision. In the present case, the Semites are subordinated 
to the same sun god Utu who appears in the Akkadian pantheon 
as Shamash and the Arabian pantheon as Hobal. The creature 
above Noah’s right shoulder is a lion or other preditor. Normally 
lions represent the Hamitic stock which is neither Semitic nor 
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Indo-European. In this case, however, Shelah and Eber take on 
their Teutonic identities as Buri and Bor, the forebears of Odin- 
Joktan and Frey-Peleg, as well as Shelah’s Satem-Aryan identity 
as Indian sun god Surya. The creature itself stands for the 
generation of Shelah’s father Kasyapa-Sidon, patriarch of the 
Inanna succession. The theme of the panel is that Noah was the 
author of both rival imperial lines. 


Shem. 

Son of Noah and Uma (Jobab) of the Caucasoid family of Cain, 
born in 2616, 98 years before the Flood. After the Flood he 
claimed the land of Akkad (Sutium), capital zone of Mesopotamia, 
and gave his name to Sumer. As Mummu of the Akkadian Marduk 
Epic, he supported his father Noah’s case against Ham’s family 
and was rewarded with the Enlilship or Elohim cultus at the root 
of Ham’s “Semitic” stock despite being high priest of the Storm 
God and creator of the Indo-European stock. He suffered a 
diminution of power at Sidon’s overthrow of Noah in 2359. 
According to the Sumerian Myth of Zu, he forfeited his control 
of the Enlilship to Nimrod-Ninurta. This loss of power to Nimrod 
was consummated when the latter rose to supreme 
Mesopotamian power as Sargon, founder of the East Semitic 
Akkadian Empire. Just before Nimrod’s rise as Sargon in 2244, 
Shem reigned in Sumer as Lugalzaggesi and struck a blow 
against Nimrod by destroying the religious cult of Ninurta- 
Ningirsu at Lagash. In doing so, he offended the Lagashite priest 
Urukagina, Ham’s son Coeus, one of Nimrod’s uncles. At 
Nimrod’s rise as Sargon, he defeated Shem and banished him 
from the new Sumero-Akkadian order of Mesopotamia. 

The next major stage in Shem’s history began in 2188 at the 
close of the fifty-six-year reign of Sargon. That year Shem 
accepted the vassalage of Sargon as Asshur along with four other 
members of the Inanna succession. According to the Song of 
Kumarbi (Shem), this arrangement was either forced on him or 
made into an occasion for further humiliation in compelling him 
once for all to accept the succession as established fact. A decade 
after their creation, these ironic feudal oaths led Shem into his 
battle as Teutates against two of these vassals just as Anu- 
Canaan of the Song of Kumarbi (Shem) predicts of this policy of 
“swallowing” his descendants as vassals. Asshur-Sargon-Nimrod 
and Shelah-Arphaxad II took the field in an attempt to secure 
their control of the Mesopotamian world. They did this knowing 
that Shem had claimed the land of Akkad in the earliest division 
of the postdiluvian world and also gave his name to Sumer. The 
Battle of Teutates gave Shem a second chance to engage in the 
struggle against Nimrod dating from his defeat as Lugalzagesi. It 
is clear that he never won back Mesopotamia, but I the battle 
was Shem’s victory for a variety of reasons. Chief among these is 
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that Shelah-Arphaxad II failed to place a nation of his own to the 
west of Assyria. That honor went to Aram-Joktan who fought on 
Shem’s side along with Lud-Peleg and Arphaxad I. Together 
Shem and these three heirs and allies became the Gallic tetrad of 
Celtic tradition; and that circumstance together with other 
European traditions implies that Shem and his allies came away 
from the battle in control of the Centum Aryans destined to 
colonize Europe. 


MEANING OF THE TEUTATES BATTLE 

Because Teutates’ infantry represent the vassals of Japheth, 
the real meaning of the Battle of Teutates lies in confining the 
East Semites to Mesopotamia. The long-range effect was to keep 
Semites out of Europe as in the later Punic Wars of Rome. By 
the year 2178, Shem had abandoned any effort to control the 
linguistic stock that bears his name and cast his lot with the Indo- 
Europeans he shared with his brother Japheth. If he were trying 
to recover Semitic Mesopotamia, we could only conclude that he 
lost the battle. But the alliance with Japheth’s vassals tells a 
different story. The battle occurred in or near Padan-Aram 
where Arphaxad I-Taranis had taken his stand against 
fugitives from Aratta. In that war Semites had allied 
themselves with Hamites in the five “griffin” armies. 
Subsequently the Akkadians were trying to make good on 
that alliance by linking up Mesopotamia with Egypt at 
Padan-Aram where they could by-pass hostile Amorite 
Martu to the south. 

Shem’s goal in the battle of 2178 was to keep this linkage 
from taking place and blending Semitic Mesopotamia and 
Hamitic Egypt into a single colossal empire. Such an empire 
would have dominated the world to an extent that Shem and the 
Indo-Europeans could not tolerate. Although the erstwhile 
champion of Erech, Madai, and lord of Aratta, Peleg, both died in 
the Battle of Teutates, the outcome was sufficient to keep that 
super-empire from ever taking shape. As time went on the 
Hamites of Egypt developed a nationalistic identity hostile to the 
Semites. Hallo’s map showing separate Egyptian and 
Mesopotamia spheres testifies to a _ political reality 
confirmed only after the end of Naram Sin-Nahor’s reign in 
Mesopotamia. As a result of the battle, Nahor was taken 
captive and executed in 2177 by Kali in revenge for his 
murder of her son Cush. 

The larger result of the battle was that Indo-European people 
such as the Hurrians and Hittites kept Mesopotamia 
isolated well into the second millennium, by which time 
Assyria and Egypt became independent and hostile empires. The 
two lands remained separate until the Indo-European Alexander 
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the Great conquered them both in the fourth century BCE and 
later when Egypt was overrun by Semitic Muslim Arabs in the 
seventh century of the Christian era. 

In the mid-22nd century, Shem left Greece to participate in 
the exilic migration of black Africans and Amerindians to the far 
West. In ships of the Akkadian Upper Sea (Mediterranean) fleet, 
he and his companions circumnavigated West Africa to the Niger 
Delta and then by continuous latitude to the coast of Guiana. 
From there he guided a formal third of the Amerindian protoplast 
to the Mississippi Delta where he left them to be guided inland 
by Noah’s son Ashkenaz. Shem, Ham and Japheth then returned 
to the East where Japheth established the Pyramid Dynasty IV at 
Memphis and the other two made their way to anti-Akkadian 
Gutium to become the rulers Puzur-Sin and Hablum. By the 
2120s Shem and Ham appeared together as Melchizedek and 
Bera of the West Semites as recounted in Genesis 14. In that 
context Shem interacted personally with Abraham. Shem died 
more than a century later at age 600 in 2016. 

If the two stags held by this figure of Shem correspond to the 
pair formed by a stag and the antlered Cernunnus in the 
Cernunnus panel, the theme of the panel is much the same as in 
the panel of the Boar-Holding Men. Although all eleven of the 
figures in the Cernunnus panel refer to branches of the Indo- 
European stock, each also represents a second protoplast at the 
same location in 2338. The Indo-European Hittites shared Martu 
at that time with the Semitic protoplast, which is represented by 
one of two stags raised in Shem’s Stag Nature panel. The other 
corresponds to the Indo-European stock as embodied in the 
figure of Peleg-Cernunnus in the Cernunnus panel. As the 
“second storm god” Perkuna of the Prussians and Tessub of the 
Hurrians, Peleg is as deeply associated with the Aryan stock of 
Yahweh-Ishkur as any other patriarch besides Shem-Thor-Ishkur 
himself. The Stag Nature panel makes an impression of robust 
moral fibre consistent with the bracing theme symbolized by 
thunder and lightning. 
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Stag Nature Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron 


Ham. 

Younger than Japheth and Shem, Ham was a son of Noah and 
Mahadevi of the the line of Adam’s son Abel. In the antediluvian 
period, Noah reached Arabia and found Mahadevi later than his 
arrival at Uma’s Cainite region north of the Caspian Sea. When 
Noah’s family reached Mesopotamia sixty years before the Flood, 
Ham reigned as Dumuzi the Shepherd according to the pastoral 
ethos of his ancestor Abel. Each of Adam’s sons had created 
stocks whose descendants adopted two languages each, destined 
for reproduction in the postdiluvian world. Abel’s race accounted 
both for the Amerindians controlled by Mahadevi and the 
“Semites” established by Ham in his claim land of Martu during 
the first century after the Flood. Partly owing to the nature of the 
Semitic Enlilship, Ham’s family practiced looser sexual morals 
than the rest of Noah’s family. A Bantu friend of mine from 
Zambia told me in the early 1960s that the primitive Khoikhoi 
“fornicate in the street.” The Khoikhoi derive from Ham’s extra- 
Genesis 10 son Coeus and may well reflect Hamite behavior that 
offended Noah and Shem on the eve of the curse on Canaan. 
When Shem as Lugalzaggesi struck against Coeus-Urukagina’s 
religious establishment at Lagash, he was duplicating the same 
condemnation which motivated him as Mummu at the time of 
Noah’s curse a century and a half earlier. The result of this clash 
of manners was a perpetual feud between Shem and Ham 
reflected in the interplay of Bera, Melchizedek and Abraham in 
Genesis 14 in the 2120s. Nevertheless Shem and Ham developed 
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a co-belligerant alliance against the Akkadian Empire after the 
mid-23rd century. 

In the 24th century Ham participated in the Noahic effort to 
build the first eight cities of Sumer. He was expected to found 
the eighth and last of these at the site of “Babel.” In an effort to 
appease Japheth in their conflicting claims to the “Hamitic” 
stock, Ham attempted to teach the entire world community the 
Hamitic (Egyptian) tongue as a precondition to build his city. 
This attempt is recorded in the Hellenic tradition that “Hermes 
interpreted the languages and then came discord.” Confusion 
began with a divine act causing all the builders except legitimate 
Hamites to forget the lingua franca. Without a Sumerian city of 
their own, Ham and his family made his mother Mahadevi’s 
Lagash their capital. The failure of Lagash to appear in the 
Sumerian King List despite its powerful Ur-Nanshe Dynasty 
echoes the general contempt that stigmatized Ham’s family and 
accounts for their image as fallen “Titans” in Hellenic tradition 
and as “Dragons” both in Chinese and Celtic traditions. 
Accordingly Ham is featured in the Dragon panel of the 
Gundestrup Caldron. 

It is rather difficult to determine how much of the gloomy 
impression of this image is owing to damage to the nose. The 
subject matter itself is tragic in that two human figures are 
having their legs severed by the bite of a serpentine, double- 
headed monster. The theme is the role of Ham and the four 
primary Hamites as Ocean Dragon Kings of Chinese tradition. In 
a cartographic reading, the dragons to right and left might be 
viewed as the Red Sea and Persian Gulf respectively in a 
schematic rendering of the punitive Arabian system. In a 
personal sense, the curly-bearded god represents Ham-Ao-Ping; 
the dragon in his right hand, Mizraim-Ao-Jun; the dragon in his 
left hand, Cush-Ao-Shun; the human victim to the lower left, 
Phut-Ao-Chin; and the one to the lower right, Canaan-Ao-Kwang. 
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Dragon Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron 


In a cartographic reading, the dragons to right and left are 
the Red Sea and Persian Gulf respectively in a schematic 
rendering of the punitive Arabian system. The serpentine 
monster represents the continuum of the Gulf of Oman, Arabian 
Sea and Gulf of Aden. If the two mangled human figures 
represent the exiled stocks assigned that to continuum, the two 
dragons may be intended to represent the two stocks who 
profited from their defeat, Egyptians at the west end of the 
scheme and Mesopotamians at the east end at the Persian Gulf. 
The Dragon Kings associated with those fortunate inheritors of 
the Nile and Tigris-Euphrates were Ham’s sons Mizraim and 
Cush respectively; so Mizraim figures as the dragon in Ham’s 
right hand and Cush as the dragon in his left. Note that the curly 
beard given to this image of Ham accords with the effeminacy of 
our suggestion of his homosexuality; and the gloom of the face 
with the sensitivity of the more realistic portrait of Ham as Ur- 
Nammu of Ur. 

A passage from Vanstiphout’s complete translation of the 
Sumerian text “Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta” affirms that 
Ham was responsible for selecting the populace of the Aratta 
schism. In one of the lord of Aratta’s replies to Enmerkar’s 
messenger, the affirmation occurs: 


“[Aratta’s] people are distinct from other people; 
They are a nation Dumuzid selected among the other 
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nations.” 
(Epics of 
Sumerian Kings, 89) 


The ensuing text makes it clear that “Dumuzid” is Dumuzi the 
Shepherd by referring to Inanna’s “love for Dumuzid.” This 
explicit identification of Ham’s role confirms that, aside from 
Peleg’s desire to confirm the Inanna succession, the conflict 
between Aratta_ and Uruk was based on the struggle between 
Ham and Japheth over control of the Hamitic stock. This theme 


confirms that Japheth and his vassals were the driving force 
between the Erechite cause. 

Ham appears at Lagash only as the name of Ur-Nanshe’s 
grandfather Gurmu. After the rise of Sargon, a co-belligerent 
alliance with Shem took place and is recorded as the Olympian 
sonship of Hermes to Zeus. The Olympian family left 
Mesopotamia under Shem- Zeus in 2244 owing to his humiliation 
by Sargon. It was a forerunner of the same alliance as the Gallic 
tetrad among the Celts and like it involved the Centum Aryan 
stock. The Dragon panel may intend the mangled figure to the 
right to represent the aggrieved Centum Aryans at Oman. The 
Olympian twelve to which Hermes-Ham belongs are more 
inclusive than the Gallic four; the only common members are 
Shem-Teutates-Zeus and Peleg-Cernunnus-Hephaestus. The 
Hellenes bore a special relationship to Ham, who is their 
ancestor twice over as Uranus and Hellen. The familiar pattern of 
ancient Greek homosexuality is just one reflection of that trait of 
Ham’s character. 

Ham’s co-belligerance with Shem was augmented when the 
Akkadian-Egyptian Narmer (Nahor) massacred his six sons at 
Metelis in 2181. Like Shem Ham participated in the African- 
Amerindian expedition planting the West Africans of his son 
Mizraim at the Volta and Niger and then guiding the 
Mesoamericans to the shore of Guatemala before Shem brought 
the North Americans to the Mississippi Delta. Returning to the 
eastern world with Shem, Ham reigned as his “father” Hablum at 
Gutium and then as Bera King of Sodom in the 2120s. Late in the 
23rd century he joined the Sumerian restoration of Utuhegal as 
Ur-Nammu and restored many of the religious cult centers of 
Sumer including the lunar temple of Nanna at Ur. 


Japheth. 

A full brother of Shem’s by Noah and Uma, Japheth was two 
years older than Shem and born a century before the Flood in 
2618. In the same migration southward that brought Noah’s 
family to Mahadevi’s Arabia, Japheth established a_ special 
relationship to the “Hamitic” tongue. After the Flood Japheth 
claimed the land of the Upper Euphrates and intended that land 
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for the Hamitic protoplast as evidenced by Musri northwest of 
Carchemish. In Lugalannemundu’s_ eight-region inscription, 
Japheth’s claim land is called Marhashi and is clearly marked by 
the town of Markasi (Maras) at the east bank of the Ceyhan River 
in Turkish Cilicia. When the Egyptians fought the Battle of 
Carchemish against the Babylonians in 605 BC, they were 
contending for the land of their earliest postdiluvian ancestors. 
We have also seen that the Hamites memorialized an 
antediluvian stock who had claimed land from the Euphrates 
westward even before the Flood. 

Japheth was deeply offended by the settlement that handed 

the “Hamites” over to Ham and persisted in contesting its control 
as long as he lived. The conflict was embodied in the dualism of 
the Two Egypts where Japheth appears as Atum-Re of Heliopolis 
in Upper (South)) Egypt and Ham’s grandson Nimrod as Amun 
Re of Wazet- 
Thebes in Lower (North) Egypt. The conflict takes shape in the 
Erech-Aratta war in 2302 when Japheth sent his seven vassals of 
Genesis 10:2 against the Aratta colony formed by Ham’s mother 
Mahadevi-Tiamat and filled with a population selected by Ham- 
Dumuzi as we have just seen. A detail of Vanstiphout’s 
translation of another text “Lugalbanda in the Wilderness” 
confirms that the seven Erechite heroes who accompanied 
Lugalbanda-Shelah in his conquest of Aratta were Japheth’s 
seven vassals. At first they appear merely as seven handsome 
young “heroes” from Sumer: 


Seven they were, seven they were; 

Seven were the young lads born in Kulab. 

Uras had born these seven: the Wild Cow had suckled them 
with milk. 

They were heroes, the handsomest in Sumer and princely in 
their prime. 

They grew up at An’s high table. 

These seven were lieutenants of companies, 

They were captains of regiments, 

They were generals of brigades, 

Lieutenants of three hundred men each, 

Captains of six hundred men each. 

They served their lord as his elite troops. 

Lugalbanda was the eighth of them (Vanstiphout, 107) 


The line “They served their lord as his elite troops” refers to their 
lord Japheth; and the chief hero of the story, Lugalbanda, is 
distinguished from the others because Shelah was never 
Japheth’s vassal. Better evidence of these unnamed relationships 
occurs later in the text. After the line “The fate of the foreign 
countries they enforce with their force,” comes an equivocal 
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reference to the “torches of battle”: 


They are the fourteen torches of battle, which are . . . 

At midnight they .. . 

At the dead of night they dart about the wildfire; 

In a band they flash together like lightning; 

In the most violent . . . heart of battle 

Roaring loudly like the rising of the mighty flood. 

They are favored by Inanna’s heart, steadfast in battle, 
They are the seven torches of battle, which are . . . (129) 


In a note to the last phrase “seven torches” an editor asks, “Why 
only seven here, as against the fourteen in line 464?” The answer 
is that the seven Erechite heroes were members of a full set of 
fourteen vassals of Japheth. We have seen the value of the total 
of fourteen in the function of these vassals to memorialize the 
lost antediluvian world. 

Despite Japheth’s seniority, he is termed a “son” or vassal of 
Shem in two related traditions: the Cushite group where he is 
Shem-Raamah’s subvassal Sheba II and the Amorite king list 
where he takes the name “Sumuabu,” “Shem is my father.” This 
sonship derived from Noah’s blessing of Shem where he 
prophesies that Japheth will “dwell in the tents of Shem.” 
Japheth’s alienation from Ham ran deeper than Shem’s and led to 
the Iranian obsession with the absolute opposition of good and 
evil. After the victory of Japheth’s vassals at Aratta, they claimed 
lands both east and west of the central point of Musri-Markasi. 
His immediate sons Gomer, Magog and Madai took Luristan- 
Elam, Hyrcania and Media in Iran; and his grandson and three 
vassals divided the west in Ionia and Phrygia. 

Japheth participated in the American expedition to the extent 
of settling ancestors of the native South Americans on the coast 
of Guiana in the mid-22nd century. Returning to the East, he 
established the Egyptian Pyramid Dynasty IV by following the 
lead of Shelah-Djoser of Dynasty III. Japheth and Shelah had 
been the chief beneficiaries of the Erechite victory in 2302. By 
the 2150s they consolidated what remained of their hold on the 
Fertile Crescent in Egypt. Like Ham Japheth lost vassals in the 
massacre of Metelis. These were not his own sons but those of 
Shelah’s son Sidon. Japheth differs from Ham and Shem in that 
he identified more closely with the Gutians than with the Western 
Semites. When vassal kings of the western Semites rebelled 
against him as Kedorlaomer of Elam, he and three other eastern 
kings punished the rebels by sacking Amorite Sodom in the 
2120s. As a result Abraham took the field against him and 
recaptured booty stolen from Sodom as well as his kidnapped 
nephew Lot. This Abrahamic War of Genesis 14 is the last contact 
with Japheth in this study. 
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Mutilated Envoi (Boxer-Dancer) Panel 
of the Gundestrup Caldron 


This Gundestrup image of Japheth offers another ethical style 
among the portrait gallery of the exterior panels. This 
antediluvian favored his white mother Uma and appears as a 
well-groomed “fancy Dan” in the treatment of his hair and beard 
and especially in the stylish moustache. Otherwise the panel’s 
imagery is particularly difficult to interpret. The figures over the 
god’s shoulders lack the dualistic symmetry of those in the panels 
of Noah, Shem and Ham. Both sides of the scheme suggest 
violence. Over Japheth’s right shoulder stands a man with 
upright arms showing that his hands have been cut off. Over the 
left a figure is leaping under attack by a horse and rider. This 
figure is identical to the one over the left shoulder of Uma’s 
Sphinx panel where it can only represent Japheth himself despite 
the long hair. In the Sphinx panel it is paired off with a figure 


representing Shem-Herakles in his struggle with the Nemean 
Lion. A comparison of the two panels suggests that Japheth 
began his postdiluvian career as a non-violent devotee of Noahic 
atum or unity. As such he was more sinned against than sinning 
when he had to take action by means of his vassals in the effort 
to defend Uruk. The posture of the mutilated figure suggests a 
messenger who has returned after being treated barbarously by 
an enemy. The text of “Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta” 
emphasizes a messenger of Enmerkar who carries the king’s 
messages to Aratta seven times. There is no mention of any 
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barbarous mistreatment. However Gilgamesh-Tubal’s conflict 
with Aka-Mizraim in “Gilgamesh and Agga” involves the 
mutilation of Gilgamesh messenger Birhurturre by the followers 
of Aka at Kish. As Tubal’s feudal lord, Japheth may have been 
remembered for suffering that outrage. The text states that Aka’s 
men “crushed the flesh” of Birhurturre— not quite the same as 
cutting off his hands except for poetic license in the Sumerian 
text. Although the conflict between Gilgamesh and Aka followed 
the Uruk-Aratta War, it was logically related to it. 


Colonization of Celtic Western Europe 

By the 2160s, the primary vassals of Japheth took the lead in 
colonizing Celtic Western Europe. So far we have not accounted 
for Western Europe except to identify Gomer with Llyr of Cymru- 
Wales, Magog with the Goidelic Celts, Javan-Ibranum with the 
Iberni of Ireland, Tubal-Eber with the Celtiberians of Spain, 
Meshech-Joktan with the Basques of the Pyrenees and Tiras with 
the Etruscans of Italy. These identifications form a more or less 
continuous geographic sequence from Britain to Italy and imply 
an isochronic colonization process. In the analysis of coastal 
Europe following the Battle of Teutates, we have assigned the 
Celtic West to “representatives of slain Cernunnus-Peleg in Gaul” 
between 2170 and 2166. As primary vassals of Japheth, these 
representatives carried out their task before forming Egyptian 
Dynasty IV in 2152. Additional termini derive from Magog’s reign 
as Gutian Kurum in 2159-2158 and Javan’s reign as Ibranum 
between 2151 and 2150. These short, single-year reigns are 
established objectively by the Sumerian King List and fall into 
line with what had to have been a working module of a single 
year in Celtic Europe. Joktan followed the same module in 
Teutonic and Danubean Europe. 

A problem concerns our persistent failure to place Madai 
among the other Japhethites in the West. Madai also fails to 
appear in either the Guti Dynasty or Egyptian Dynasty IV; and 
the obvious conclusion is that he was slain along with Peleg in 
the Battle of Teutates. Madai’s important son is named Arurim in 
the First Kish Dynasty and Irarum in the Guti Dynasty. After 
Madai’s death he virtually became one of the Noahic elite and 
appears physically in a vivid portrait bust as Pharaoh Khafre of 
Dynasty IV. His importance is underscored by the complementary 
relationship between the Urartians of Ararat, evidently named for 
him, and the Medes of the Zagros Mountains. His name is 
identifiable in Gaul in a variety of ways including the River Arar, 
shown by Ptolemy as a tributary of the Rhodanus-Rhone named 
for Japheth’s secondary vassal Rodan. In view of Hallo’s reading 
of his First Kish name as Arwium, “Gazelle,” he can account for 
the Gallic Arverni, whom Ptolemy shows at the source of the 
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Loire and who gave their name to the French city Auvergne. 

Gomer, his son Javan and brother Magog took command of 
Britain, Ireland and Scotland at the outset of a process with 
remaining settlements on the continent. The usual procedure of 
assigning settlements to major rivers applied to the continental 
stage. The chief rivers of Gaul are the Seine, Loire, Garonne and 
Rhone, named in Ptolemy’s Chart IV Sequana, Liger, Garuna and 
Rhodanus. In Chart III of Spain, Ptolemy locates the Celtiberi on 
the Iber— Ebro— as well as a point farther south. In Italy the 
relevant “Tusci” or Etruscans are located in Tuscany, separated 
by the Apennines from the chief Italian river, the Padus or Po. 
The classic location of Tuscany suggests that Tiras’ settlement in 
Italy remained coastal like Javan’s Iberni in Ireland and Magog’s 
tribes along the northern coast of Scotland. 

An isochronic process between 2170 and 2159 allowed for 
the standard eleven, combining memorials of the four slain 
vassals as well as the seven primary Japhethites (with Arurim 
replacing Madai). With three Japhethites in the British Isles, one 
in Spain and one in Italy, six settlements might have been 
assigned to the rivers of Gaul; but the actual count included four 
in Gaul, two in Spain and one in Ptolemy’s Bonensis-Galliae, 
equivalent to Provence in the southeast corner of modern France. 
In Gaul one of the tribes, the Boii, is difficult to place because of 
its share of the eastward migration of the Celts to Italy, Bohemia 
and Galatia in the closing centuries before Christ. The name Boii 
corresponds to Bahina, the First Kish name of Poeni-Tarshish, 
one of the slain Javanites. Julius Caesar associates with the 
Raurici, whom Ptolemy shows not far to the west of the Rhine. 
That position may or may not be a clue to the original location of 
the Boii in Gaul. None of the internet sources says anything 
about the location of the Boii in Gaul prior to their eastward 
migration. The Celtic migration is believed to have populated 
Noricum. 

Another of the slain Javanites, Elishah-Agenor, can be 
located at the Seine because of two tribes shown by Ptolemy, the 
Cenomani and a tribe written Aulioci with an “r” inscribed inside 
the “o.” The name Cenomani can be identified with the Javanite’s 
Hellenic name Agenor and the Auliorci with his Siberian god 
name Alkhla (Aliche or Arakho). Apparently the Seine was 
selected to memorialize the slain Elishah in the same way that 
the Rhodanus-Rhone memorialized slain Rodan-. The same 
process extends to Spain where the Accetani and Cosetani 
toward the coast of Catalonia represent the slain brothers Aka- 
Mizraim and Cush. These dominant patriarchs of Africa 
complemented black Tubal-Eber at the Ebro farther inland. 
Ptolemy locates Eber’s Celtiberi both at the Ebro and a point to 
the south. In each case the tribe is flanked by the Carpetani to 
the west. The name Carpetani suggests Joktan-Meshech’s name 
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Car in Asia Minor. Meshech’s chief representative in Spain, 
however, is the Vascones or Basques shown by Ptolemy just 
south of the Pyrenees. 

The slain Javanite Kitt- falls in line with the Aquitani, source 
of the French land of Aquitaine. Palmer locates the Aquitani just 
north of the Pyrenees opposite the Basques. Medieval Aquitaine, 
however, lay to the north of the Garonne at a time when Gascony, 
named for the Vascones, lay at the source of that river near the 
Pyrenees. The expedition, therefore, represented Kitt-Cadmus on 
the Lower Garonne and the Basques of Meshech-Joktan on the 
Upper Garonne as well as at two locations in Spain not far from 
Tubal-Eber’s Celtiberians. The distinction between the Basques 
and Carpetani was no doubt owing to the exotic nature of the 
Basque language. 

The colonization of Celtic Europe can be outlined as follows: 


Table 10.1 Colonization of Celtic Western Europe 
[cp. Book 325] 


Year Location People Province 
Leader 
2 River Thames Brythonic Brita Gomer-Llyr 
1 Celts nnia 
7 
0 
2 River Ierne (Lee) Iberni Iberni Javan-Bran 
1 a 
6 
9 
2 Sutherland and Creones, Caled Magog-Kari 
1 Caithness Carnones, onia 
6 Cerini, 
8 Cornabii 
2 River Seine Cenomani, Gallia representati 
1 Auliorci ve 
6 of Elishah- 
7 Agenor 
2 River Loire Arverni Gallia Arurim son 
1 of 
6 Madai 
6 
2 Boii Gallia representati 
1 ve 
6 of Tarshish- 
5 Bahina 
2 River Garonne Aquitani Gallia representati 
1 ve 
6 of Kitt- 
4 Cadmus 
2 Pyrenees Vascones Hispa Meshech- 
1 Mountains nia Joktan 
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6 
3 
2 River Ebro Celtiberi Hispa Tubal-Eber 
1 nia 
6 
2 
2 River Rhodanus Bone representati 
1 (Rhone) nsis- ve 
6 Gallia of Rodan- 
1 e Danaus 
2 Tuscany Tusci Italia Tiras- 
1 (Etruscan Tyrsenus 
6 Rasena) 
0 
Gomer. 


Japheth’s son by Durga (Sheba-I) and evidently prized by him in 
view of the way the father takes the same name as Durga (Sheba- 
I) in Genesis 10 as Sheba II of the Cushite list. Perhaps the most 
notable fact about Gomer is that he took as his vassals three sons 
of Noah destined to take the lead in the most distant colonization 
projects of the early postdiluvian age. It would be enlightening if 
we knew more about Gomer’s own relation to these projects. The 
high value Japheth placed on Gomer can be gathered from 
Japheth’s last recorded name Kedorlaomer, “Servant of the god 
Lagomar,” a version of Gomer. The Slavic pantheon identifies 
Gomer as Japheth-Svarog’s son Dazhbog, the pantheon’s sun god 
as though Gomer carried on his father’s tradition as Atum-Re, the 
sun god of Heliopolis. In the Pyramid dynasty Gomer appears as 
Khufu (Hellenic “Cheops”), builder of the largest pyramid in 
Egypt. The British Celts (Welsh) identify Gomer as Llyr the “old 
man of the sea,” equivalent to the matching Teutonic Hler, god of 
the sea. This identification with the sea probably derives from the 
mastery of distant seas by Gomer’s three vassals. 

The Welsh identify Gomer as the father of Japheth’s fourth 
vassal Javan, the god Bran. If more were known of the Elamite 
Lagomar, Gomer’s own activities might be more clearly defined. 
The name Llyr accounts for the Lurs of Luristan, a region of Iran 
overlapping more ancient Elam. In Elam Gomer took a location 
placing him not far from his mother Durga (Sheba-I)’s original 
claim land in Persia, “Cedar Mountain” of Lugalannemundu’s 
inscription. The Gimarrai or Cimmerians appear in Phrygia 
together with the Japhethite vassals Meshech, Tubal and Tiras. 
The relationship to Durga (Sheba-I) has always suggested a 
connection between Gomer and Austroasiatic origins where the 
name Khmer seems to echo “Gimerrai” and Laos, Lagomar. Still 
another suggestion of the same view is that Gomer appears in the 
Egyptian pantheon as the war god Mont, yielding the tribe name 
Mon Khmer of Cambodia. Like other vassals of Japhethite Gomer 
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was one of the Erechite heroes and presumably gained his 
identity as a war god among the Egyptians from that source. 
This relationship between Gomer and Austroasia amounts to a 
certainty in view of the way the Indian pantheon identifies Gomer 
as Himavan, god of the Himalayas at the source of the Ganges 
and of the Tibeto-Burman division of the Austroasiatic race. The 
Austroasiatic god Lak, in the absence of any context, could either 
be Japheth-Lacedaemon, Gomer-Lagomar or Heth’s son Akurgal 
on the basis of a title element Waddell gives him “Lakh.” 
Identifications can never be made on the basis of sound alone. 
There much be reinforcing context; and these vary widely in 
logical potency. 

An Egyptian portrait statue of Gomer as Khufu makes him 

appear appropriately Asian as Japheth’s yellow son by Durga 
(Sheba-I)— again an appropriate patriarch of the Austroasians. 
As for Gomer’s militarism as Mont, Welsh tradition points in the 
same direction. 
A Welsh triad reads “Arthur has these three: Mael the Tall, Llyr 
and his armies and Caradoc pillar of Wales.” It is conceivable 
that “King Arthur” is one of those Welsh blends of Christian era 
lore with early postdiluvians. As such he suggests either King 
Enmerkar or the hero Lugalbanda-Shelah. “Mael the Tall” is 
Enmerkar’s father Joktan-Meshech-Meskiaggasher, founder of 
the Eanna Dynasty; and that makes the Joktanite Abimael, “My 
Father Is Mael,” Enmerkar. [Mesop. Timeline p.66] 


The Welsh triad in this case refers directly to the Erechite cause; 
and Gomer-Llyr “and his armies” figure as a central element in 
the Erechite force that conquered Aratta. The images of 
Pharaohs Khufu and Khafre are from 
www.crystalinks.com/dynasty4. html downloaded and copied on 
061205. 


From Empire to Nation: the Turning Point of 
2158 


Egyptian Dynasty IV poses a crisis of confrontation between 
conventional scholarship and our radical, monogenetic view of 
history. All members of the dynasty except the final Shepseskaf 
are allegedly related by a single bloodline. The founder Snefru 
(or Snofru) fathers Khufu, who begets the brothers Redjedef (or 
Djedefre) and Khafre. Redjedef fathers Menkaure; and Khafre, 
the shadowy Baka (or Bikku). In our view this dynasty represents 
the core of Japheth’s family as it still existed in the mid-22nd 
century. The line of Snefru, Khufu and Redjedef should be taken 
at face value as Japheth, Gomer and Gomer’s son Javan. Beyond 
that point genealogy breaks down since our logic maintains that 
the dynasty was filled out by Japheth’s son Magog and deceased 
Madai’s son Arurim. Because none of the Egyptian names is 
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cognate with the biblical names, it is always possible to omit 
Magog and Arurim from the dynasty and accept Khafre as a 
second son of Gomer and Menkaure as Khafre’s son. Welsh 
tradition, for example ives Llyr-Gomer__a__second son 
Manawyddan after Bran-Javan. This Manawyddan can be 
identified as Khafre, in which case Menkaure becomes an 
unidentified but plausible son of Javan-Redjedef. 


Pharaoh Khufu (Gomer) 


The argument against this compromise is that the terms 
assigned to all these kings are so much at variance with the tight, 
isochronic scheme we propose that a breakdown in the existing 
tradition is to be expected. If the entire bloodline is accepted at 
face value, we must omit Magog and Madai’s heir from the 
dynasty as though they were either dead or preoccupied in other 
parts of the world. If our conception of Dynasty IV is maintained, 
Khafre is Arurim, treated as a political adoptee of Javan-Redjedef; 
and Menkaure is Japheth’s son Magog treated similarly as an 
adoptee of Khafre-Arurim. A variation of the same idea is that 
Khafre is Magog; and the youngish-looking Menkaure, Arurim. In 
either case, we must explain why such adoptions would take 
place. 

At every point in Noahic history, there was a gap of 
knowledge between the Noahic elite and the people they 
governed. The elite were so unique in their genetic character and 
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background that they could never deal with the people as equals. 
An element of “priestcraft” was always at work in order to 
reconcile the roles of the elite as both contemporary rulers and 
as gods and goddesses from the mythic past. Because actual 
death was becoming a major factor in the experience of the elite 
in the 22nd century, the annals of Egyptian kings took on a 
conventional look as though Snefru, Khufu, Redjedef, Khafre and 
Menkaure were ordinary men born in ordinary sequence to 
ordinary women all within Egypt and without any trace of high 
longevity or multiple careers. 

A masquerade was going on in Egypt in the 22nd century 
just as the extension of the Old Kingdom to 955 years was a 
mystical fabrication built on an elite knowledge of Noah’s 950 
years. The elite in Egypt passed themselves off as ordinary 
mortals. Their patriarch Japheth-Snefru willed it so. The Hamitic 
linguistic stock was his creation. He chose to deal with it in a 
strategic way governed by his theocratic perspective on life. His 
all-consuming motive was to maintain a stable kosmos and to 
overcome the chaos resulting from the Uruk-Aratta War. His 
instrument was local kingship. He could only attain his goal by 
treating Egypt as a separate nation rather than part of a world 
empire built and maintained by men and women of various races 
and languages. Because Noahic atum in its original form was a 
lost cause, it had to be achieved by idealizing the Egyptian nation 
according to humble ideas of birth and death within the 
conventional three score and ten. If Japheth had openly revealed 
his full identity and that of his successors to a populace 
consisting largely of persons born within the 22nd century, the 
result would have been chaos. Ambition to control the entire 
world had doomed the sons of Ham, Peleg, Japheth’s son Madai 
and his four Javanite vassals. Ancient Egypt looks like an isolated 
nation because Japheth desired that it become just that. 

Conventional scholarship will claim that the Egyptian 
Dynasty IV governed a people who saw their rulers grow up from 
infancy on Egyptian soil. What positive evidence exists to that 
effect? Modern Egyptology flourished between 1880 and 1930 
when nationalism was reaching its ultimate peak of development 
in Western Civilization. This period began with Mark Twain’s 
confident assertion that rulers “would never be gods again.” The 
Noahic gods had been nation-builders like Moses, the “god 
before Pharaoh.” In the 22nd century the warning in Psalm 82 
that these gods would die like ordinary rulers was coming true; 
and Japheth responded with what we see in the record of Dynasty 
IV. Human deity died out with world empire just as Twain’s 
concept of democratic nationhood put behind it the medieval 
Byzantine Empire, the Holy Roman Empire of Germany, the 
monarchic Papacy and even the recent French Empire of 
Napoleon III. Europeans now saw themselves as part of a larger 
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world of nations seemily unrelated in origin and distinguished 
from the rest of the world by race and by the limits of the Indo- 
European linguistic stock. Naturally Sumer and Egypt were 
conceived as separate nations rather than as parts of world 
organism ruled by a handful of fifty-four persons. Egypt could not 
completely forget the past but relegated the truth to 
mythological constructs such as the ogdoad of Hermopolis and 
the Great Ennead. By 1920 the image of a separate and highly 
developed culture on the Nile fed the dominant mythus of 
nationalism according to a “Nativist” worldview that agreed with 
what so many people were experiencing in the 20th century. 

The imperial, colonizing stage of Noahic history came to an 
end at the symbolic close of the 360th postdiluvian year in 2158, 
a decade after Noah’s death and two decades after the Battle of 
Teutates. The vassals of Japheth completed their colonizing 
labors on cue after finishing with Western Europe in 2160. 
Ashkenaz’ colonization of North America continued down to 2146 
but according to “Vishnu’s third stride,” invisible to men, out of 
range of anyone’s awareness except for the elite. Such invisibility 
had become the order of the day. The rulers of Dynasty IV are 
visible as kings but invisible as beings centuries old. Japheth 
understood that the Battle of Teutates had destroyed the last 
chance for the creation of a world empire by uniting 
Mesopotamia and Egypt under a_ single imperium. The 
colonizations of Europe, Africa and the Americas that followed 
emptied the “visible” world of the polyglot and multi-racial 
aspect which had been so dominant when Peleg “ruled them all” 
from First Kish. The world of the 2150s did not look anything like 
the world of 2338. If conventional scholars can show Khafre and 
Menkaure as babes in arms in Egypt, I am obliged to abandon 
the view that they were members of the inner circle of the 
Noahic elite. Otherwise I conclude that they, like the other elite, 
were men of steel who had colonized the earth through a 
strenuous life far removed from conventional family life and 
beyond the scope of modern, nationalistic thought. 

Significantly the last colony planted by Japheth’s sons before 
their retirement to Egypt was the Etruscan, known for 
sarcophagus sculptures of loving couples “in memoriam.” The 
same culture became the the Tuscan culture of the Italian 
Renaissance, also known for “humanizing” or sentimentalizing 
what had been an Italo-Byzantine art emphasizing celibate saints 
in a style at odds with “human” values. Byzantium was the capital 
of a Christian empire, guided by celibate monks who had more in 
common with the Noahic elite as they were before 2158 rather 
than the “loving couples” of later times. Although the nation- 
builder Moses had a wife on the side, family life was not what he 
was about; nor was it what Snefru and Menkaure were about. 
Moses became a “god” before Pharaoh, precisely because the 
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earliest kings of Egypt had been more than ordinary men. 


Magog. 

As Japheth’s son by red Mahadevi, Magog is repeatedly identified 
as a wind god: Rudra the Howler of the Satem Aryans, Kari of the 
Teutons, Kari of the Amazonians and Hurricano of the Caribbean. 
In the Marduk Epic, Marduk’s use of an “ill wind” to destroy 
Tiamat suggests a role played by Magog as one of the Japhethite 
heroes of Uruk. Another logical association of Magog is with the 
South American branch of the American expedition assigned to 
Japheth and Gomer’s vassal Togarmah. Magog’s full name can be 
derived from his Inca version Mango-Capac, son of the sun god 
Inti, a version of Japheth-Atum Re. In Gaelic Ireland, Magog is 
claimed as ancestor in the Christian-era tradition of the Lebor 
Gabala Eirenn, “Book of the Invasions of Ireland.” Mahadevi’s 
genetic influence can be observed there, not as skin color, but in 
facial concavity, a trait often observed in Gaelic Scots. 

If Magog reigned in Egyptian Dynasty IV in the same order 
as the dynastic list, he would identify with Pharaoh Redjedef 
(Djedefre). But a portrait of that ruler is too thick-lipped to fit 
Japheth’s son by red Mahadevi. Egyptian tradition identifies 
Redjadef as a son of Khufu. We can accept the tradition at face 
value by identifying him with Gomer’s son Javan. Magog makes 
more sense as Pharoah Menkaure, whose name is a compound 
“Menkau-re” meaning “Horizon of Re.” If a name for the sun god 
Re-Japheth is substituted beginning with a palatal, the name 
Magog emerges from “Menkaure.” In fact the diphthong “au” in 
this name can be interpreted as concealing a palatal. A cognate 
of the word for “horizon” may have once read “Menkag.” 
Manetho’s Hellenized version of the ruler’s name, Mycerinus, 
drops the internal nasal suggesting an original form “Mekag-Re.” 
Although Menkaure’s features do not show the aquiline nose and 
thin lips one might expect from a son of Mahadevi, the 
cheekbones are low despite the pudgy cheeks and the nose far 
from flat: 
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Pharaoh Menkaure 
Copied from www.Narmer (Nahor).pl on 20807. 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Menkaura_ Bust Closeup.jpg 


The identification of Magog with a figure treated as Japheth- 
Snefru’s descendant rather than an immediate son calls for 
further explanation. The simplest is that Magog and Arurim 
arrived late at Memphis and had to be grafted into the family as 
grandsons and great-grandsons. Although the formal colonization 
of Western Europe ended in 2160, there is no reason to doubt 
that Magog and Arurim took longer than that to complete their 
colonizing duties. The location of of four tribes derived from 
Magog on the northernmost coast of Scotland may have a 
bearing on this issue; and the same is true of the relatively large 
size of Magog’s Goidelic Celtic presence in Gaul. He may well 
have kept his nephew Arurim-Arwium with him as suggested by 
various locations of the Arverni, Raurici and River Arar in Gaul. 


Madai. 

To avoid mother-son incest Japheth evidently begot his white son 
Madai by a sister such as Noah’s daughter Anath-Hamath, sister- 
wife of Shem at Ugarit. Tradition has long established Madai as 
patriarch of the Medes, the Iranian people whose king Cyrus 
liberated the Jews from Babylonian Captivity. Madai appears in 
the First Kish Dynasty of the Sumerian King List as Mashda, an 
amplified name that accounts for his identification of the 
Zoroastrian god of light and goodness, Ahura Mazda. The 
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Zoroastrians were fire worshipers; and Madai appears both as 
Agni, Satem Aryan fire god and as Logi, fire god of the Teutons 
and brother of Hler-Gomer and Kari-Magog. Vedic hymns to Agni 
capture the spirit of the Erechite heroes who conquered Aratta. 
These can be found in Hymns of the Samaveda translated by 
Ralph T. H. Griffith and published at Benares in a 5th edition in 
1976. One of these reads as follows: 


O Agni, God, the people sing reverent praise to thee for 
strength: 

With terrors, trouble thou the foe! 

I seek with song your messenger, oblation-bearer, lord of 
wealth, 

Immortal, best at sacrifice. 

Still turning to their aim in thee the sacrificer’s sister hymns 

Have come to thee before the wind. 

To thee, illuminator of night, O Agni, day by day with prayer, 

Bringing thee reverence, we come. 

Help, thou who knowest lauds, this work, a lovely hymn in 
Rudra’s praise, 

Adorable in every house! 

To this fair sacrifice to drink the milky draft art thou called 
forth: 

O Agni, with the Maruts come! (3-4) 


Persian images of Ahura Mazda give him neatly stylized 
wings intended to convey his sublimity: 


Low Relief Sculpture of Ahura Mazda 
The image has been copied from 
https://commons. wikimedia.org/wiki/File:AhuraMazda-Relief.jpg 
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It is from an article titled “Persian Gulf - Consciousness 
Recycled.” The article notes that Ahura Mazda’s prophet 
Zoroaster is “symbolized by the flame, the crown, wings and the 
lion.” It adds a striking image of a monumental sculpture in the 
round of Twin Lions facing opposite directions and representing 
the opposition of good Ahura Mazda and evil Ahriman. According 
to our symbolic reading of the Medb and Taranis panels, the 
god’s wings suggest that Madai led one of the “griffin” forces 
consisting of Semites despite the staunchly Satem Aryan 
charcters of the Medes and Persians. 


Pharaoh Khafre 


Copied from 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Khafre_ statue.jpg 

Unfortunately Madai attempted to duplicate his feat at the 
Battle of Teutates and was slain in 2178. He left behind his son 
Arurim to become Pharaoh Khafre of Egyptian Dynasty IV. We 
can evaluate Arurim’s appearance in his Egyptian portrait statue 
as Khafre. He is certainly more Caucasoid in appearance than 
Khufu, his yellow uncle Gomer. 


Javan. 

Gomer-Llyr’s son Bran-Javan bears a name meaning “White” as 
though Gomer; despite his yellow mother, turned to a Caucasoid 
woman for this son. To reinforce the point, Bran is given a sister 
Branwen, meaning “White Breast.” To the Indians Javan was 


356 


Kingship AT Its Source 
known as the god Soma, personal counterpart to the milky white 
drink Soma celebrated in the Samaveda: 


Cleansing thee, Soma, in thy stream, thou flowest in a watery 
robe. 

Giver of wealth, thou sittest in the place of Law, 

O God, a fountain made of gold. 

He, milking for dear meath the heavenly udder, 

hath sat in the ancient gathering-place. 

Washed by the men, far-sighted, strong, thou 

streamest to the honourable reservoir. (123) 


Pharaoh Redjadef (Djadefre) 
Copied from 
https://commons. wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Djedefre_sphinx_head- 
E_12626-IMG 4294-gradient.jpg 


Javan lost all four of his vassals in the massacre at Metelis. He 
must have been especially proud to reign in splendor at Memphis 
after enduring that humiliation in 2181. Javan’s Gutian name 
Ibranum shows that “Bran” exists in a more extended form that 
accounts for the Iverni or ancient Celtic Irish. Ptolemy’s Chart II 
shows the “Iberni” in the extreme southwestern corner of 
Ireland, which he labels “Ibernia Britannica Insula.” 

Javan appears in Egyptian Dynasty IV as Khufu’s son and 
successor Redjedef. As Gomer’s son, Javan was a nephew of 
Arphaxad I-Taranis. Another important member of the Celtic 
pantheon “Dagda of the Gaels” suggests one of the two Dakshas 
of India, either Daksha I-Arphaxad I (Gallic Taranis) or Daksha II- 
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Shelah-Arphaxad II. A title given to Khufu-Gomer is “Protected by 
Khnum,” the goat-headed Egyptian god of the wheel, clearly 
representative of Arphaxad I-Taranis with his wheel and Daksha I 
with his goat’s head. Gomer and Arphaxad I were half-brothers 
by the common mother Durga (Sheba-I); and Shem’s son 
Arphaxad may well have adopted a protective stance toward his 
Japhethite half-brother. 

An image of Redjedef of Egyptian Dynasty IV [See above] 
displays a heavily damaged nose. Tubal. Eber, son of Shelah and 
Kali. He first appears by name as Gilgamesh, a Sumerian ruler of 
the Eanna Dynasty of Uruk after the Uruk-Aratta War in which he 
participated as one of the nameless Japhethite heroes who 
followed his father Shelah-Marduk into battle. Sumerian 
literature fails to connect Gilgamesh with the Uruk-Aratta War; 
but there is a strong indirect connection in the text “Gilgamesh 
and the Bull of Heaven” as translated at 
www.etsl.orinst.ox.uk/section1/tr1812.htm by The Electronic Text 
Corpus of Sumerian Literature. The myth involves four chief 
personae: Gilgamesh, his assistant Enkidu, his antagonist Inanna, 
the god An and the Bull of Heaven (Gugalanna, Akkadian 
Gutanu), which we have identifies with the people of the Anship, 
the Ural-Altaic protoplast. The myth is analogous to “Gilgamesh 
and the Land of the Living” where Gilgamesh and Enkidu track 
down and slay another monster, Huwawa, interpreted as the 
fugitive and correlative Sino-Tibetan protoplast. In “Gilgamesh 
and the Bull of Heaven,” the action seems more likely to have 
happened during the Uruk-Aratta War when Inanna sent out a 
force of Ural-Altaics to combat the force led specifically by Tubal- 
Eber. The poem opens unequivocally by picturing Gilgamesh as a 
warrior: “I will sing the song of the man of battle, the man of 
battle. I will sing the song of lord Gilgamec, the man of battle, I 
will sing of him with the well-proportioned limbs, the man of 
battle.” Gilgamesh is then described as the “lord with the very 
black beard, the man of battle.” 

The plot situation is that the heaven god An is unwilling to 
make the Bull of Heaven available to Inanna in order for her to 
use it to kill Gilgamesh. Her motive to destroy the hero— her own 
grandson through Shelah— is owing to her reaction to 
Gilgamesh’s declaration that he intends to leave to “catch 
mountain bulls.” Because Tubal belonged among the seven 
Erechite heroes, his goal is to leave Uruk to pursue the Aratta 
rebels. He has warned the goddess not to “block my way.” The 
god An represents Canaan rather than Noah, who has already 
lost the Anship to him earlier in the 24th century. As An, Canaan 
now controls the Ural-Altaic stock, the myth’s “Bull of Heaven” 
just as another monster Huwawa represents the correlative Sino- 
Tibetan stock. Inanna has already cast her lot with the Aratta 
schism and, still at Uruk, seeks to use the Ural-Altaics to cut off 
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Tubal’s Erechite force before it can set out to conquer Aratta. We 
have seen from “Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta” that Peleg 
claims Inanna as his patroness. 

The god An informs Gilgamesh that the “Bull of Heaven can 
only graze where the sun rises,” meaning that the Ural-Altaics 
have been assigned to the Upper Tigris and must confine 
themselves there according to antediluvian precedent. Inanna 
counters by threatening to raise an outcry that will fill heaven 
and earth. She threatens, in effect, to make public certain facts 
which the world community does not know about Canaan-An, 
namely, his usurpation of the Anship from Noah. Canaan is 
trapped between two motives. He has returned to Mesopotamia 
to retain recognition there as high priest of the Heaven God, the 
world’s master of political sovereignty. He fears jeopardizing his 
son Sidon’s status as the god Enki and determiner of the system 
of feudal oaths. On the other hand, he fears a popular revolt 
against his and Sidon’s authority if an account of Noah’s curse 
and his retaliation becomes commonly known. This fear overrules 
the legimate scruple about confining the Ural-Altaics to the 
Tigris: 


He was frightened, he was frightened . . . 
was frightened of Inanna. Great An replied 
to the holy Inanna: “I shall give her the 
Bull of Heaven.” (2) 


According to the myth the scene of conflict has not yet 
shifted to Aratta but centers at Uruk (termed “Unug” in the text). 
The Bull of Heaven now causes trouble by devouring the land as 
would literally happen if a populous protoplast were billeted on 
the city of Uruk. In analyzing the Cernunnus panel, we have 
placed the Ural-Altaics at Kish under Peleg at the start of the 
First Kish era in 2338. By 2208 they have either remained at Kish 
or moved on to the Upper Tigris in Subaria. Inanna’s request that 
they migrate into Sumer around Uruk means that she is seeking 
to shift the balance of power there against the Erechite monopoly 
of Sumerians, Semites and Hamites— the people who will unite 
against Aratta. Because the Sumerians are themselves a 
linguistic branch of the Ural-Altaics, Inanna’s success in calling 
the entire protoplast to overrun Eanna may have a bearing on 
Sumerian origins in the years before 2278. It makes sense that 
Sumerians were Ural-Altaics who chose the Erechite side in 
the years following 2308. 

However the Bull of Heaven remains a purely foreign 
antagonist in the myth. Gilgamesh must now establish his 
reputation as Sumer’s greatest hero by dealing with this foreign 
horde just as his father Shelah-Marduk will soon win his Semitic 
reputation among the Akkadian Semites by leading the attack 
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against Aratta. “Gilgamesh and the Bull of Heaven” describes a 
stage of the Uruk-Aratta conflict fought out or otherwise resolved 
at Uruk: 

At Unug, the Bull devoured the pasture and drank the water 
of the river in great slurps. With each slurp it used up one mile of 
the river, but its thirst was not satisfied. It devoured the pasture 
and stripped the land bare. The very presence of the Bull of 
Heaven submerged Kulaba. 


“To defeat the Bull” Gilgamesh prepares a “harness of fifty minas 
... his sword weighing seven talents and thirty minas ...his battle 
axe.” The hero threatens the Bull that he will send its corpse to 
the butchers. Words are followed by deeds: 


When Enkidu had spoken thus to Gilgamec, Gilgamec himself 
smote its skull with his axe weighing seven talents. The Bull 
reared up so high, so high that it overbalanced. It spattered like 
rain, it spread itself out like the harvested crop. 


Enkidu is the figure with raised spear to the left. Gilgamesh to 
the right wears wings and is driving his sword into the victim. 
His profile hardly supports our view that Eber-Tubal-Gilgamesh 
was a mulatto son of Kali; but all three profiles in the image, 
including the Bull’s, are stylized to look alike. Some black races 
such as the Papuans display aquiline noses in profile. 


Gilgamesh and Enkidu Slaying the Bull of Heaven 
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Copied from 
www.mythfolklore.net/3043mythfolklore/reading 
gilgamesh/images/ishtar white htm 


During his subsequent reign in the Eanna Dynasty at Uruk, 
Gilgamesh found an antagonist in Aka or Agga King of Kish, 
Ham’s son Mizraim. The two contended for supremacy in Sumer. 
As representatives of Japheth and Ham they perpetuated the 
struggle between those two over control of the Egyptian race, 
hence Aka’s Genesis 10 name “Mizraim.” Kramer’s account of 
this struggle makes much of another ruler Mesannepadda, 
founder of the first dynasty of Ur and the chief Sumerian version 
of Arphaxad I. The struggle for power among these three at 
Uruk, Kish and Ur arose from sons of Shem and Ham and a 
vassal of Japheth. Aka was a carry-over ruler of the First Kish 
dynasty, which was supposed to end at the rise of Meskiaggasher 
(japheth’s vassal Meshech) in 2308. Kramer describes 
Mesannepadda as an older contemporary of Gilgamesh and keeps 
reasoning from the supposed aging process of these rulers. He 
summarizes the comparatively brief epic poem “Gilgamesh and 
Agga.” The poem begins by identifying Aka as a son of 
Enmebaraggesi (Ham of the First Kish Dynasty) and recounts the 
challenge by Aka’s envoys to the threatening rise of Uruk. 
Gilgamesh’s elders at Uruk advise him to submit to Aka so that 
they can “complete the wells of the land.” Gilgamesh, who 
“performs heroic deeds for Inanna,” rejects their advice. He 
replies that the wells can best be completed by smiting Kish with 
weapons. 

The elders now agree that Gilgamesh should attack Kish, 
calling him the “conqueror, beloved of An.” We have just seen 
that Gilgamesh-Tubal “conquered” the Ural-Altaics as _ his 
contribution to the Erechite victory. In the present atory, he 
turns again to his servant Enkidu, who will play his most 
prominent role in another story as the impulsive slayer of the 
monster Huwawa. As king of Uruk, Gilgamesh sends another 
servant Birhurturre to speak to the besieging enemy; but they 
“crush his flesh.” This abuse serves as a model for our suggestion 
that the mutilated figure in Japheth’s panel of the Gundestrup 
Caldron represents an abused messenger. The panel and 
Sumerian text may be referring to the same event. When 
Gilgamesh sends out Enkidu, Aka catches sight of Gilgamesh 
peering over the wall and asks Enkidu if this is his king. The 
mere sight of the hero causes Aka’s army to abandon their siege. 
In our continuing search for the specific champion who won the 
Uruk-Aratta War we cannot overlook Gilgamesh-Tubal-Eber 
although it seems strange that Sumerian tradition would fail to 
make that point in its account of the Uruk-Aratta War. In 
“Gilgamesh and Aka” the hero is a fearsome presence with a 
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dreaded reputation in the years following the Uruk-Aratta 
conflict. Something in the past has created this reputation. The 
poem climaxes as Aka’s people retire: 


The multitude rose, the multitude left, 

The multitude rolled in the dust. 

The foreigners, the lot of them, felt overwhelmed, 

The natives bit the dust, 

The prows of the longboats were cut down, 

Agga, the king of Kish, restrained his troops. (189-190) 


The historical meaning of “Gilgamesh and Agga” poses no 
problems. It simply records the conflict between Uruk and Kish 
in the days when these Sumerian city states were ruled by Tubal 
and Mizraim. “Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living” is more 
mythological in texture and therefore harder to interpret as 
history. Explicit Sumerian legends of the Uruk-Aratta War 
feature Japheth’s vassal Meshech-Joktan and his son Enmerkar- 
Abimael in whose reign the war takes place. One way to explain 
the mythological character of “Gilgamesh and the Land of the 
Living” is to suggest that it represents Tubal’s variant account of 
the war from his own perspective and with the knowledge that 
the more literal account belongs to his feudal brother Meshech- 
Meskiaggasher, founder of the Erechite dynasty to which 
Gilgamesh belongs. We have seen that the Akkadian account of 
the war in the Marduk Epic is more mythical and allegorical in its 
treatment of Tiamat’s forces and the supposed execution of 
Peleg-Kingu. “Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living” can be read 
in the same way. This reading treats the monster Huwawa as 
complementary to the Bull of Heaven. 

Both the Meskiaggasher and Gilgamesh traditions draw 
particular attention to the sun god Utu, the first tradition by 
identifying Utu as Meskiaggasher’s father. Although Utu son of 
Nanna is clearly Obal son of Arphaxad I, the theocratic value of 
these Sumerian gods results in a protean series of identities like 
the protean character of the Aztec pantheon. The primary sun 
god of Noah’s world was Japheth creator of the solar Egyptian 
stock. The tradition of Meskiaggasher’s sonship to Utu simply 
means that Meshech-Joktan was a vassal of Japheth as was Tubal- 
Gilgamesh. That identification explains why Japheth, feudal lord 
of the Erechite heroes, fails to appear in the text in any other way 
except Utu. On the other hand, the text given by The Electronic 
Text Corpus of Sumerian Literature quotes Enkidu as warning 
Gilgamesh that “Utu, youthful Utu” possesses jurisdiction over 
the mountains and the felling of cedars where Gilgamesh desires 
to eastablish his renown. As “youthful Utu,” the god appears to 
be Arphaxad’s son Obal rather than Japheth although none of 
these gods are strictly “youthful” in a conventional sense. 
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At the outset of “Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living” the 
hero pleads with Utu to help him perform a heroic task so that he 
can make a name for himself before he dies. His intention is to 
achieve such a deed in the far-off “Land of the Living.” In pursuit 
of the hypothesis that this myth retells the story of the conquest 
of Aratta in the distinct tradition of Gilgamesh, the “The Land of 
the Living” becomes the counter-world of Aratta without being 
named as such. The monster Huwawa, who guards the land, is a 
symbol of the collective, alien leadership at Aratta; and the 
decapitation of Huwawa is the same poetic conceit as the 
decapitation of Kingu-Peleg in the Marduk Epic. The name 
Huwawa is quite conceivably the basis of Peleg’s Cananite name 
Hiv-. As Enkidu reports, Huwawa is a composite monster 
analogous to the eleven monsters that Tiamat summons to 
advance her cause in the Marduk Epic: 


“T who have seen that ‘fellow’ am terror-stricken, 

The warrior, his teeth are dragon’s teeth, 

His face is a lion’s face, 

His roar is the onrushing flood water, 

From his canebrake-devouring forehead, none escape.” 
(Kramer, 195) 


An even more striking parallel is that Gilgamesh falls 
mysteriously asleep as he approaches the conflict just as his 
father Lugalbanda (named in the text) falls mysteriously ill on his 
approach to Aratta. Also like his father, Gilgamesh crosses seven 
mountains to get to the “Land of the Living.” 

The ritualistic, mythological premise of Gilgamesh’s quest is 
that he must cut down a cedar in the “Land of the Living.” The 
text refers to this destination as the “land of the felled cedar,” 
which is “in valiant Utu’s charge.” After Gilgamesh catches 
Huwawa with a rope and the monster grovels at his feet, the hero 
is inclined to mercy; but Enkidu takes it on himself to strike off 
the monster’s head and place it in a bag. When the two bring the 
head to Enlil, the god reacts angrily and curses the two to 
wander under scorching heat. One way to account for this myth 
as a variation of the Uruk-Aratta War is to take literally the 
premise of freelance heroics and conclude that Huwawa 
represents a part of the fallen Aratta community under Peleg in 
an attempt to escape the consequences of the battle. In that case 
the decapitation of the monster means the removal of its head 
Peleg, thus explaining the rebel’s return to Mesopotamia in that 
way. Tubal-Eber was the logical cloice to undertake this task 
because he was, in fact, Peleg’s father. The emphasis on 
Huwawa’s location in the midst of cedar means that the “Land of 
the Living”is “Cedar Mountain Land” of Peleg-Lugalannemundu’s 
subsequent inscription. As such it hosts the Sino-Tibetans; but 
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the living monster Huwawa could represent a larger share of the 
exiles of Aratta than just one protoplast. The label “Land of the 
Living” signifies the land where these fugitives have not yet been 
captured and are “living” in the sense of being free from captivity 
and formal exile into Arabian Hades, land of the dead. 

A mythological seal depicts Gilgamesh and Enkidu both 
slaying Humbaba (Huwawa) in apparent contradiction to the 
textual statement that Enkidu took the deed on himself: 


Gilgamesh and Enkidu Slaying Humbaba (Huwawa) 
The image has been copied from 
www.crystalinks.com/sumergods2.html on 11907. 


A third poem of this group, “Gilgamesh, Enkidu and the 
Nether World” involves precisely the Arabian underworld, 
which becomes the focus of all the colonizing activity of the next 
epoch in 2278. In the exilic plan we have seen that West Africa is 
dominated by two names, Eber and the same Mizraim-Aka who 
had been his antagonist in the latter Eanna period before 2278. 
Kramer summarizes the opening of the third poem by claiming 
that its Sumerian cosmogony has nothing to do with the story 
itself. On the contrary the struggle between Enki and a dragon in 
the underworld suggests a transparent mythological way of 
representing the conflict between Enki’s maritime version of 
Sumer and the four bodies of water of the Titan sons of Ham: the 
Ocean Dragon Kings of the Chinese tradition. In his summary, 
Kramer refers to Enki as the “Sumerian Poseidon”; and that is 
exactly who he is, the Olympian Poseidon at odds with the fallen 
Titan sons of Ham. This important summary adds that the 
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goddess Ereshkigal has been taken into the underworld by force 
— the banishment of Tiamat-Mahadevi to Arabia to guide her 
Amerindian people. 

Kramer narrates the Gilgamesh-Enkidu story against this 
Arabian background, which is far more relevant to the story than 
the scholar imagines. The myth appears to be the same one 
translated in part under the title “The Huluppu-Tree” in 
Inanna Queen of Heaven and Earth or is an abbreviated 
version of it with some of the same introduction just summarized. 
The opening part of the main story involves Inanna’s grief over 
the barren state of a willow tree which she has planted but which 
has been afflicted by various malign beings including the 
Imdugud or “Rain Cloud” bird. This part of the myth suggests a 
Sumerian complaint against foreign elements including spiritual 
principles foreign to Inanna’s cultus and such as Shem’s 
Ishkurship of righteous justice. 

After pleading for help from Utu and receiving none, Inanna 
appeals to Gilgamesh, the all-purpose hero. He dresses in armor 
and chases off the foreign elements, making Sumer safe for 
Sumerians. The tree is cut down and its wood used for Inanna’s 
throne and couch. She makes from the wood a drum and 
drumstick and gives them to Gilgamesh. With these he oppresses 
the citizens of Uruk by impressing young men into military 
service where they will lose their lives. Given the ahistorical, 
dreamlike form of myths, this part of the story reverts to 
Gilgamesh-Tubal’s role at the outset of the Uruk-Aratta 
conflict in which driving off the foreigners could be an 
explanation of Peleg’s withdrawal from Mesopotamia to create 
the Aratta colony. A detail that supports this view is that the 
living tree had been afflicted by a snake’s nest at its base. In the 
First Kish period previous to the war, Peleg’s control over 
Mesopotamia is depicted in the Gundestrup Cernunnus panel as 
the cross-legged, horned figure holding a serpent symbolic of the 
Lower Euphrates in his left hand. Thus the huluppu tree 
symbolizes proto-Sumer at a time that it was struggling to 
achieve national identity under Inanna. 

Before proceeding further with this myth, we need to 
consider the identity of Enkidu. As a mere servant he might 
seem too obscure to be placed among the Noahic elite; but that is 
not the case. His name means “Creature of Enki.” This name calls 
to mind Enki-Sidon’s offspring: the four vassals of Javan. As 
secondary vassals of Japheth, these men figure as adherents of 
the Erechite cause in keeping with our reading of Enkidu’s 
slaying Huwawa. Because the primary and secondary vassals of 
Japheth are both septads, it makes good sense that each of the 
secondary vassals paired off with a primary vassals. Logically the 
process began with the three vassals of Gomer— postdiluvian 
sons of Noah— as servants of the three begotten sons of Japheth, 


365 


followed by the Javanite “Creatures of Enki,” as servants of 
Javan, Tubal, Meshech and Tiras. There is no substantial reason 
to doubt that the sequence of the two septads identify these 
patterns of service so that Ashkenaz serves Gomer in person; 
Riphath serves Magog; Togarmah, Madai; Elishah, Javan; 
Tarshish, Tubal; Kitt-im, Meshech; and Rodan-im, Tiras. These 
relationships explain why the Javanites have spread their names 
around the coasts of the eastern Mediterranean as complements 
to the primary Japhethites in Ionia, Phrygia and points farther 
east. Gilgamesh’s servant by this account is Poeni-Tarshish, 
patriarch of the Phoenicians. The Javanite tetrad can be re- 
labeled “the Enkidu” for Sumerian flavor. 

As the myth continues, Gilgamesh loses the drum and 
drumstick when the cries of young women fearing the loss of 
their husbands cause these implements to fall into the 
underworld. Allegorically this detail implies the shift of militant 
focus from conquering Aratta to exiling the Aratta fugitives to 
Arabia. When Enkidu enters the underworld to recover the 
implements, he is caught and cannot return to the world above. 
The Javanites followed the Arabian course to Lower (North) 
Egypt where they became predynastic pharaohs and were then 
murdered at Metelis in 2181, never returning to Mesopotamia. 
Their absence there has always created a loud silence in study of 
the Sumerian King List. Grieving for the loss of Enkidu, 
Gilgamesh pleads with Enlil at Nippur to help him; but the air 
god refuses. The hero then seeks out Enki at Eridu. Enki orders 
Utu to open a fissure in the underworld from which Enkidu’s 
ghost can ascend and dialogue with Gilgamesh, telling him about 
the gloomy abode below. 

Kramer then supplies a translation of the text. A telling line 
reads, “After Ereshkigal had been carried off into the nether 
world” (200) — after the exilic process had begun and reached 
the point when Mahadevi (Ereshkigal) led the Amerindians to the 
east coast of the Red Sea between 2218 and 2208. Another of 
these background statements is that Enki himself set sail for the 


underworld, in this case to establish the predynastic regime in 
Lower (North) Egypt as Ka-ap. The main story then begins with 
the Huluppu tree. In her appeal to Gilgamesh, Inanna refers to 
him as “my brother,” in effect a member of the same imperial line 
which she helped to form as his grandmother. The three alien 
properties which the hero banishes are the “snake who knows no 
charm,” the young of the Imdugud bird and the “maid Lilith,” 
who “fled to the wastes.” Anachronistically this action reverts to 
the scene in 2308 when foreign elements followed Peleg to 
Aratta. These three alien properties are no doubt mythological 
code for three contingents of the Aratta populace, including the 
snake of the Lower Euphrates shown in the Cernunnus panel and 
interpreted as the Tocharians and Tibeto-Burmans in Table 4.2. 
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In analyzing the Arabian dispersion process, we have repeatedly 
emphasized the triad of protoplasts who made their way to 
Hadramaut: Austronesians, Ural-Altaics and Sino-Tibetans. 

When Enkidu volunteers to descend into the underworld, 
Gilgamesh advises him on ritual preparations to keep himself 
from being caught there. The servant must avoid drawing 
attention to himself by wearing fancy clothing. In the event 
Enkidu is trapped because he fails to heed this advice. “The 
nether world holds him fast” even though he has not died in 
battle or in any other conventional way. After the intervention of 
Enki and Utu, Gilgamesh dialogues with Enkidu’s ghost about the 
treatment of the dead in the underworld (hopefully not as 
severely as in Chinese Feng-Du). These four myths of Gilgamesh 
have been summarized here to suggest how events centering in 
the twenty-third century came to focus in Sumer through the 
experiences of Tubal-Eber. This patriarch remained among the 
Sumerians for an extended period after the close of the Eanna 
era in 2278 before he participated in the Battle of Teutates a 
century later and then in the expedition to West Africa. 


Meshech and Tiras. 
Both Joktan-Meshech and Tiras are sons of Eber by Durga 
(Sheba-I) and half brothers of Peleg. Joktan is not only a 
Japhethite vassal of Meshech but also the Shemite vassal Aram, 
father of the Semitic-speaking Aramaeans of Syria. He comes to 
power as Meskiaggasher, founder of the Eanna Dynasty to which 
his father Eber-Gilgamesh belongs in the year 2308. In 2302, 
during the reign of his son and successor Enmerkar (Abimael), 
Meshech takes part in the Uruk-Aratta War as one of the eight 
heroes and is rewarded with the largest share of vassals of any 
postdiluvian in Genesis 10: seventeen, including the four 
Aramaean sons of Shem in 2278 and the thirteen Joktanites in 
2248 and 2218. He is known to the West Semites as “Melqart”— 
“King of the City”— because of the foundational importance of 
his version of Uruk as the first triumphant city state in 
postdiluvian history. Aside from their achievement as Erechite 
heroes, the Japhethite septad of Genesis 10:2 colonized lands 
first settled and then abandoned by their enemies, the Aratta 
exiles. They were assisted in this effort by the five Shemites of 
10:22, who included Arphaxad II, the victor Shelah-Marduk, as 
well as the defeated but rehabilitated Peleg-Lud. The self-evident 
result of this joint colonizing endeavor is a belt of lands definable 
by the time of the Assyrian Empire and extending from Ionia and 
Lydia in the northwest to Elam in the southeast. Systematically 
these locales represent places of temporary refuge for the Aratta 
exiles before they were forced to leave them for the punitive 
scheme of the Arabian coasts. 

Twenty-four years elapsed from the defeat of Aratta in 2302 
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to the beginning of the Arabian process in 2278. Those years 
were the remainder of the Eanna period when Eber-Tubal 
reigned as Gilgamesh at Uruk. In those years the Aratta fugitives 
were tracked down and somehow compelled to submit to the 
Arabian scheme. We have seen one instance of such a pursuit in 
Gilgamesh’s capture of Huwawa. Unlike most of the other 
fugitives, Peleg and whatever ethnic group followed him fled 
eastward, by Kramer’s account to Dilmun-Cedar Land at the 
Indus. In this instance Peleg’s followers were the Dravidian sons 
of Riphath who remember their father as their chief god Shiva 
Pashupati, “Lord of Creatures.” Like Peleg-Cernunnus, Pashupati 
is depicted as sitting crosslegged in a field of animals like that of 
the Cernunnus panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. Like Cernunnus 
the figure wears horns. The Dravidians, once they relinquished 
their leader Peleg to his father Gilgamesh-Eber, remained at the 
Indus and never took part in the Arabian gauntlet. Instead they 
hosted the Ural-Altaics, Sino-Tibetans and Austronesians when 
they arrived from Hadramaut. 

The combined total of groups in Genesis 10:2 and 10:22 is 
twelve. This total shrinks to ten persons, however, when we note 
that Eber-Tubal and Joktan-Meshech are duplicated as Elam and 
Aram in 10:22. We have seen that the Chinese tradition of Feng- 
Du divides the Arabian system into ten “courts.” The implication 
is that the Aratta fugitives were accounted tenfold, tracked to ten 
locations, forced to migrate to the Arabian coasts and replaced 
by followers of the ten distinct persons in 10:2 and 10:22. We can 
lay out the system at this point and then explain details. The 
lands outlined to the left are those where Japhethites and 
Shemites supplanted Aratta fugitives immediately after the war 
when these fugitives fled abroad before being exiled to Arabia. 


Seal of Pashupati (Shiva) 
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From the Indus compred with the Gundestrup Caldron 
Depicting Riphath-Seba-Shiva in the same posture as Peleg- 
Cernunnus 
Copied from 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pashupati_seal#/media/ 
File:Shiva_Pashupati.jpg 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Gundestrupkedlen- 
_00054 (cropped).jpg 


The leverage applied to the rebel protoplast was the despotic 
authority of their leaders once these were taken captive as in the 
case of “Huwawa’s head”— Peleg, bound for his renewal of 
power as Lugalannemundu of Adab. The same logic applies to 
Peleg’s half-brother Heth, Aratta leader of the “eleven monsters” 
of the army of Aratta. Heth rose to power as Ur-Nanshe at 
Lagash after being captured in the same way as Peleg. In both 
cases the “capture” really consisted of being persuaded to trade 
dubious independence outside Mesopotamia for rulership in 
Sumer. 

Concerning the Aratta fugitives, it must be remembered that 
both the locations in the northwest and on the Arabian coasts 
were transitory. Relatively permanent settlements were achieved 
by the Japhethites and Shemites. The fugitives were just that. 
Their destiny led them to wander the earth. For example the 
Ural-Altaics began under Peleg at Kish. After the adventure at 
Uruk described in the “Bull of Heaven” myth, they evidently fled 
to Subaria and either there or at Aratta joined forces with the 
Aratta community, which in their case was not far off. After their 
defeat they fled westward to Mushki south of Gordion, the capital 
of Phrygia. They were soon supplanted by the tribe of Meshech, 
forced to emigrate to Hadramaut, voyaged eastward to the Indus 
and were then led by Ashkenaz through a pass of the Himalayas 
to their historically recognizable locations in Siberia. One of their 
members, the Turks, made their way westward in historic times 
and conquered a land surrounding Mushki and extending 
eastward toward Aratta. 


Table 10.2 Japhethites, Shemites and the Aratta 
Fugitives [cp. Book 343] 


Location Japhethite Shemite Fugitives 
Arabian 
Coasts 
Ionia Javan Bantus Elam 
Lydia Lud Khoisans Saudi 
(Peleg) Arabia 
(Soptha) 
Phrygia Tiras Centum Oman 
Aryans 


369 


Mushki Meshech Aram Ural- Hadram 
(Meskiagga (Joktan) Altaics aut 
sher) 

Elam, Tubal Elam Sino- Hadram 

Cedar (Gilgamesh) (Eber) Tibetans aut 

Mountain 

Gimerrai Gomer Austrones Hadram 

ians aut 

Mount Magog Canaanite Yemen 

Hurum Ss 

Assyria- Asshur Cushitics Somalila 

Subaria (Reu) nd 

Media Madai Amerindi Hejaz 

ans 
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If the Japhethite-Shemite locations reproduce those chosen 
by the fugitives, the Aratta exiles had made a concerted attempt 
to encircle their Mesopotamian enemies from the Aegean to the 
Persian Gulf. Their plan appears to have been to remain at a 
distance from the enemy who had defeated them but also to 
place themselves in a position to retaliate when circumstances 
permitted. The system began with the Bantus in Ionia. This black 
stock was the personal offspring of Sabtah-Ganesha but 
controlled by Nimrod at Aratta. One reason why Sabtah became 
the Egyptian Horus the Younger is that he fought to recover is 
that he fought to recover his own Bantu sons from Nimrod. We 
have seen in Chapter One that three different traditions in and 
around Ionia give Nimrod-Sargon three identities as Ion, Orion 
and Helius. After the Yavanas took possession of the land and the 
Bantus migrated to the “first court of Feng-Du” in Anshan (south 
of Elam), Sargon returned to Ionia and conquered the Yavanas in 
2233. Like Peleg-Lugalannemundu, he survived the Aratta defeat 
to become a major power in Mesopotamia. In fact Sargon-Reu 
was to Akkad what his uncle and nominal father 
Lugalannemundu-Peleg was to Sumer. These two like Heth-Ur- 
Nanshe agreed to abandon their followers at Aratta to exile for 
the reward of receiving full power in Mesopotamia. 

After settling first in Lydia, ancestors of the Khoikhoi were 
exiled to the “second court of Feng-Du” on the Arabian coast of 
the Persian Gulf. A probable link between the Lydians and the 
Khoikhoi can be found in the name of the Lydian king Gyges or 
“Gog,” conceivably cognate with the chief Khoisan god Cagn, 
Ham’s son Coeus, Urukagina of Lagash. As for the “second court 
of Feng-Du,” a subtle relationship places them on the Arabian 
coast prior to their distant exile to Namibia and South Africa. The 
general patriarch of the Bantus was Sabtah-Ganesha, grandson 
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of black Kali twice over. The International Bible Encyclopedia 
reports that some have identified the name Sabtah with Soptha 
inland from the Arabian coast in Ptolemy’s map of Arabia. Chart 
XXI of the 1490 edition shows the town of Soptha inland south of 
Kuwait and north of Qatar. The point may be the same as modern 
As Safa. A local association between Sabtah’s Bantu Herero and 
the Khoikhoi Bushmen in Namibia and Angola reflects a common 
interim location at Arabian Soptha. 

The process of Japhethite-Shemite replacements locates the 
proto-Etruscan Tyrsenians in western Phrygia as vacated by the 
Centum Aryans at a point in the system nearest Europe. This 
exchange sets the scene for the historic association in Italy 
between the Etruscans (Rasena) and Centum Aryan Italics who 
give us the Latin word “centum.” Before reaching Europe the 
Centum Aryans had to run the Arabian gauntlet in the “third 
court of Feng-Du,” Oman. The return of this stock to Europe 
parallels the return of the Turks to the land surrounding the 
erstwhile location of the Ural-Altaics at Mushki south of Gordion. 
Meshech’s identity with Joktan helps to explain the Sarmatian 
Joktanite tribes in that Ashkenaz brought Slavs to Sarmatia after 
planting Ural-Altaics in Siberia. Our reading of “Gilgamesh and 
the Land of the Living” suggests that Tubal tracked the Sino- 
Tibetans eastward into “Cedar Mountain” where their creator, 
Durga (Sheba-I), had intended them to live. 

Table 11.1 suggests that Austronesians fled westward to 
Gimerrai, named for Gomer in the the heart of Anatolia. If so 
Gomer passed the stock on to his vassal Riphath, whose 
Dravidians are associated with the Austronesians at least 
regionally. We have seen that Gomer himself is associated both 
with the Tibeto-Burman Himalayas and with Austroasia, north of 
Austronesia at the border of Burma and Malaysia. A brief, 
fugitive sojourn by the Austronesians in or near Phrygia would 
confirm the identity of the River name Sangarius with Tangaroa, 
Austronesian version of Gomer’s half brother Mizraim. We will 
see Gomer and Mizraim depicted as a dyad in the Gundestrup 
panel of their mother Durga (Sheba-I). Mizraim’s North American 
name Tabaldak turns up as the land of Tabal not far from Musri, 
a land adopting his name at the basis of “Mizraim.” The Oxford 
Bible Atlas shows the land of Tabal north of Musri east of the 
source of the River Halys in a map of the Assyrian Empire. 

Another lingering association places the fugitive Canaanites 
at Mount Hurum in the land of the Hurrians north of Abraham’s 
Haran in Syrian Mesopotamia northwest of Assyria. Thus these 
people were linked locally to Arphaxad’s Hebrews of Padan-Aram 
even before Abraham’s time or the Israelite invasion of Canaan- 
Palestine. The Hurrians were well known to the Canaanites of 
Palestine as the Horites of the Old Testament. This race got its 
name from Magog’s Gutian name Kurum, cognate in turn with 
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Magog’s Teutonic name Kari. The Horites of the Old Testament 
were evidently a Semitic speaking version of the Hurrian race 
living in Palestine. The Semitic tongue was appropriate for 
Magog because of his character as a wind god akin to Enlil of the 
Semitic Enlilship. The northern Hurrians were Indo-European 
speakers in keeping with the Aryan-Semitic dualism that resulted 
from Shem’s possession of the stock after the curse on Canaan. 
The Egyptians viewed the whole of southern Palestine and Edom 
as “Khar,” a form of the name closer to Teutonic Kari. The Old 
Testament character Caleb is referred to as a son of “Hur.” 
Caleb’s name in Hebrew means “dog” and is a clear cognate to 
the Sumerian word for a dog kalibum. Thus Kalibum of First Kish 
identifies as Magog and takes his place in the same dynasty with 
Japheth’s white son Madai, Sumerian Mashda. In the Caribbean 
the equivocation over the names Carib and Galibi suggests the 
interplay between Sidon and Magog as Kalbum and Kalibum of 
Kish. We have seen that Magog is both the Carib wind god 
Hurricano and the Amazonian wind god Kari as well as the Inca 
hero god Mango-Capac. 

The Cushitics, like the Assyrians, speak Semitic, Cush being 
the euhemeristic god Enlil of the Semitic Enlilship. Asshur is 
simply the Shemite name of Sargon-Reu-Nimrod. At some point 
the Bantus of Sabtah, vassal of Cush, attached themselves to 
Sargon-Nimrod, Cush’s son. The Bantus are a major non-Semitic 
black African stock whose range on that continent extends at 
least as far east as Uganda, a nation whose northernmost point 
lies only about a hundred miles from Lake Rudolf at the 
southwestern corner of Cushitic Ethiopia. As for Nimrod-Asshur, 
Waddell points out that the East Indian word for a demon is 
ashura, reflecting the animosity felt by Gangetic India toward the 
Assyrian Empire when these Satem Aryans were still living in 
Anatolia or Cappadocia. We think of the Assyrians as the 
inventors of crucifixion. The concept of this cruel race as ashuras 
harmonizes with the Aztec picture of Cush-Tezcatlipoca as a 
demonic god of evil in that the sons of Ham were already dead 
and disembodied spirits by the time they were conceived as 
Amerindian gods. Whether Cush and his son Sargon-Nimrod 
merited such detestation remains to be seen; but it is certain that 
the entire company of surviving Noahic elite rose against 
Sargon’s Akkadian Empire. 

In the case of the Amerindians, Media-Gutium was their 
original homeland; and they were apparently granted a brief stay 
there before being replaced by the Gutians and Medes in later 
times. The section on antediluvian ethnology at the close of the 
last chapter explains that postdiluvian Madai was expected to 
memorialize a Caucasoid race which had inhabited the North 
American Colorado River before the Flood. That isolated group of 
Caucasoids among antediluvian Amerindians was echoed in 
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postdiluvian times by the way Madai’s Medes supplanted what 
had been land chosen by Mahadevi as home of the Amerindians. 
We might even argue that the emblematic wings assigned to 
images of Madai-Ahura Mazda are derived from an Amerindian 
model. 

Table 11.1 locates ancestors of the “Sudanic” Africans briefly 
in Akkad where they were soon supplanted by the Akkadian 
Semites of Arphaxad I[I-Shelah-Marduk. That temporary sojourn 
by the “Sudanics” explains the appearance of the tribe names 
Banda, Sagara, Mandja and Kurumba— all representive of the 
Akkadian tradition— in the Sudanic region. This final association 
between Shemites and a land vacated by an exilic people 
preceded the emigration of the African blacks first to Elam and 
then to the Egyptian coast of the Red Sea— the “tenth court of 
Feng-Du.”An article on Elam in the International Bible 
Encyclopedia associates both negritude and a conquest by 
Akkadian Naram Sin with that land east of Sumer: 


According to De Morgan, the original population was mainly 
negritic, and has mingled with the Arab stock to such an extent 
that mulattoes among them are not rare. He regards this type as 
being represented among the soldiers as among the people 
conquered by Naram Sin. (II, 918) 


In view of our premise that Sargon himself was negritic, it seems 
likely these blacks were ancestors of of West Africans exiled first 
from Akkad to Elam and then to the Red Sea after Naram Sin 
conquered them. Naram Sin then followed them to the Red Sea 
and Upper and Upper (South)) Egypt where, as Narmer (Nahor), 
he murdered the Hamite patriarchs. 


Ashkenaz. 

Son of Noah and Caucasoid Uma. Ashkenaz’ most characteristic 
pantheon version is Yarilo of the Slavs where he is joined by his 
fellow Japhethite vassals starting with Japheth himself as Svarog, 
Gomer as Dazhbog, Magog as Svantovit and Madai as Svarogich. 
In Slavic mythology Yarilo was reckoned the latest in a set of ten 
“sons” of Perkuna-Peleg, no doubt for political reasons. In 
contrast to the colonizing heroics I attribute to Ashkenaz, Yarilo 
is commonly regarded as a god of sexuality and lust and is 
sometimes compared to Dionysus, Cupid-Eros and Indian Kama. 
A myth suggests that he became a changeling and was adopted 
by Veles, the Balto-Slavic version of Ham, who really is Indian 
Kama and a sexually preoccupied figure. Whatever else he was, 
Ashkenaz was physically handsome. A modern illustrator’s 
impression of him gives him his basic image as a dashing, 
barefoot rider on a white horse and with traditonally blond hair 
just showing beneath a garland of vegetation. 
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Perun is defeating Volos. 
(Zrnovnica, Croatia. Probably, 8th century) 
Copied from 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Perun#/media/File:Perun i Veles.JPG 


I have no access to the identities of the ten sons of Baltic 
Perkuna (Slavic “Perun”)(*) except for Yarilo. As Yarilo, Ashkenaz 
holds a place in this set suggesting that it consisted of the 
Gomerites and seven primary Japhethites. These ten appear 
together as the lower register of the Teutates panel. Peleg 
appears in the upper register. Therefore the “sons of Perkuna” 
associate readily with the Teutates alliance. Logically the feudal 
sonship of the ten Japhethites to Peleg was established after the 
four Javanites were slain three years before the Battle of 
Teutates. 


[(*) Perun is very similar and related with the near-identical Perkinas/Pérkons 
from Baltic mythology, suggesting either a common derivative of the Proto-Indo 
European thunder god whose original name has been reconstructed as 
Perkwunos, or it’s possible one of these cultures borrowed the deity from the 
other, considering the size and wide-spread population of Slavic people where 
they worshiped Perun and not being in proximity to the Baltic cultures we can 
conclude the Baltic people did borrow the deity from their neigbouring Slavs. 
The root *perkwu originally probably meant oak (which is seen as Peruns tree), 
but in Proto-Slavic this evolved into per- meaning “to strike, to slay”. Lithuanian 
word “Perkunas” has two meanings: the thunder and the god of thunder and 
lightning. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Perun 

OTHER IDENTITIES: Celtic Cernunnus; Lithuanian Perkunas, Latvian Perkons, 
Old Prussian Perkuns; Finnish Perkele, Mordvinic Pur'gine-paz; Old Norse 
Fjorgyn/Fjorgynn; Sanskrit Parjanya, the god of rainstorms and thunder; 
Thracian Perkon/Perkos-pero(y)nos "thunder, Thunderer"; Slavic Perun; Polish 
Piorun,;Czech Perun; Slovenian Perun/Pertin/Perunk); Albanian Peréndi; Hittite 
Pirwa, "the god on a horse"; Greek keraunos "thunderbolt" Vedic Parjanya. 

See also, Peryn, Peroun, Perkwunos, Piran Viseh - Piran son of Viseh is a 
Turanian figure in the Persian Shah-Nameh, the national epic of Greater Iran. 
Fought in the battle of Davazdah Rokh; Tarhun- Teshub (also written Teshup or 
TeSup; cuneiform dIM; hieroglyphic Luwian (DEUS)TONITRUS, read as 
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Tarhunzas[1]) was the Hurrian god of sky and storm. Taru was the name 
of a similar Hattic Storm God, whose mythology and worship as a primary deity 
continued and evolved through descendant Luwian and Hittite cultures. In 
these two, Taru was known as Tarhun / Tarhunt- / Tarhuwant- / Tarhunta, 
names derived from the Anatolian root *tarh "to defeat, conquer"; Pajonn: The 
Sami god of thunder; Pirwa: Pirwa (or Peruwa) is a Hittite deity. The name may 
derive from the Hittite peruna or "cliff", and the Pirwa worship seems to have 
involved horses and horse-related symbols. The deity may also be a reflex of the 
Proto-Indo-European deity Perkwunos. ] 


Balto-Slavic Yarilo 
Image copied from www.xpomo.com/ruskolan/links.htm on 12007. 


The tradition that Ashkenaz-Yarilo* was adopted by Ham-Veles 
opens a new page in this patriarch’s history unless it simply 
reflects the way he became the Gutian ruler Yarlaganda in quick 
sequence after Ham-Hablum and Shem-Puzur Sin. His reign at 
Gutium extended down to 2134, placing him in the midst of the 
Abrahamic war context of the years to follow. The Slavic tradition 
that he was one of ten sons of Peroun-Perkuna-Shem recalls our 
concept that kings linked by feudal oath in Genesis 14 belonged 
to a new feudal eleven created by the anti-Akkadian league. 
Yarilo’s image as a barefoot rider seems to identify him as one of 
the Marut riders, followers of Indra-Noah who, however, had 
died in 2168. We have identified him as the Amorite King Abazu. 
We might be tempted to identify this Don Juan version of 
Ashkenaz with Birsha, king of the notorious Gomorrah in Genesis 
were it not for his fellow vassal Togarmah, whose Ural-Altaic 


name Pyrshak Khan fits Birsha. 

[*Yarilo - Jarvilo - Jarovit - Jarylo, Cyrillic: Polish: Jarylto; Serbo-Croatian: Jarilop; 
alternatively Yarylo, Iarilo, or Gerovit, is a Slavic god of vegetation, fertility and 
springtime. Slavs' supreme ancestor Or (otherwise spelled Ory, Ary, Yari, Yuri, 
and Yarilo); Jarilo was a son of the supreme Slavic god of thunder, Perun, his 
lost, missing, tenth son, born on the last night of February, the festival of Velja 
Noé (Great Night), the pagan Slavic celebration of the New Year. On the same 
night, however, Jarilo was stolen from his father and taken to the world of the 
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dead, where he was adopted and raised by Veles, Perun's enemy, Slavic god of 
the underworld and cattle. ] 

The Amorites were an unruly bunch from the beginning of 
their separate history; and there is some evidence that the rulers 
imposed on them were accompanied by foreign body guards. The 
swift transition from Ham and Shem’s reigns at the close of the 
Guti dynasty to their reigns in West Semitic Sodom and Salem 
suggests an effort to bring them under control. There is a 
significant lapse of time between the Abrahamic war and the 
destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah five chapters later in 
Genesis 19. The narrative in which two angels visit Sodom on the 
eve of its destruction pictures still another instance of the 
initiative to subdue the Amorites from without but this time by 
annihilating two of their cities with all the remaining inhabitants. 
If Ham-Bera— erstwhile king of Sodom— survived to reign as Ur- 
Nammu in Sumer, that means that like Lot he had left the city 
prior to its destruction. The same may be true of Togarmah- 
Birsha. The fate of the two cities implies that the effort to tame 
the Amorites failed. In fact the rebellion of the five Western 
Semite kings against their four Eastern overlords may have 
resulted from pressure applied to these rulers by their Amorite 
subjects to maintain greater independence from the East. 

Normally I would ignore the resemblance between the city 
name Gomorrah and the patriarch Gomer; but the occurrence of 
its one recorded ruler as a version of Gomer’s vassal Togarmah 
reinforces the identification. This relationship raises the issue of 
the analogous name “Sodom.” The only resemblance I have 
discovered in this case to the First Kish ruler Iltasadum, who 
intervenes between Ilku and Enmebaraggesi late in the dynasty. 
The sequence of this name Iltasadum and Enmebaraggesi, the 
Sumerian version of Ham, with a Sumerian name containing’s 
Ham’s name Bera at Sodom is certainly suggestive. Iltasadum 
cries out for identification. Just as Togarmah-Birsha evidently 
named his Amorite city Gomorrah according to his feudal lord 
Gomer, Ham-Bera has named his Amorite city Sodom in 
accordance to his immediate predecessor at First Kish. 

The root element in the name Iltasadum may well be Tasa 
just as Bera is the root or separate element in “Enmebaraggesi.” 
One of the names at the heart of Waddell’s study is “Tascio” 
identified in coins of the Catti of pre-Roman Britain. Waddell 
identifies this figure with the mighty Cappadocian wine god as 
the second ruler in his omnibus genealogy at the foundation of 
history. He also equates this ruler with the Hittite-Hurrian 
Tessub, which an analysis of The Song of Kumarbi (Shem) has 
identified with the ubiquitous Peleg. As the second storm god of 
the Hittite-Hurrian pantheon and “son” of the Great Storm god 
Shem, Tessub-Peleg corresponds closely to the Balto-Slavic 
Perkuna (Peroun), distinct from Shem-Tar, the Germanic Thor. 
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Ashkenaz-Yarilo is reckoned in the Slavic pantheon the “tenth” 
son of Perkuna in a set of eleven vassals formed in connection 
with the Teutates alliance. As for the First Kish dynasty, Peleg- 
Cernunnus was its general overland identified with a figure 
appearing second in the list under an epithet “He Rules Them 
All.” That second spot agrees with Waddell, who identifies the 
First Kish dynasty as the beginning of recorded Aryan history. 
There is nothing surprising in Peleg’s reappearance in the First 
Kish list as Iltasadum because the late rulers Enmebaraggesi and 
Aka actually ruled Kish after the rise of the Eanna dynasty at 
Uruk. Therefore Ham-Bera, for whatever reason, chose to name 
his Amorite city Sodom in honor of Peleg, who had died in the 
Battle of Teutates earlier in the 22nd century. 

Reinforcement of the theory that Peleg took the name Tasa 
or Tascio derives from Ptolemy’s Chart III of Spain. The tribes in 
Spain often take the suffix element “-tani.” A relevant tribe is the 
Contestani shown by Ptolemy on the Spanish coast at the Bay of 
Alicante, labeled by Ptolemy the “Illigatatus Portus.” This name 
Illigitatus suggests the Bantu reduction of Peleg’s name to 
“Lega.” The position of the Contestani aligns well with tribes 
already identified with Peleg’s father Eber-Tubal and Joktan- 
Meshech Car. The Carpetani, Celtiberi and Contestani form a 
diagonal line from northwest to the Bay of Alicante to the 
southeast. The tribes lie at equal intervals from Toledo (Toletum) 
to the coast. 


Riphath. 
Son of Noah and Kali, half brother of Ashkenaz and Togarmah 
and like them vassal of Japheth’s son Gomer. Named Tamula in a 
South American tradition, Riphath fathered the Dravidian Tamils, 
who created the Harappan civilization at the Indus. This race 
appears to be included in the allegorical referent of the monster 
Huwawa or Humbaba, slain by Enkidu in “Gilgamesh and the 
Land of the Living.” The myth signifies that Gilgamesh-Eber- 
Tubal and one of the Javanites Tarshish-Enkidu captured the 
fugitive leader Peleg, returned him to Mesopotamia and left the 
Dravidians at the Indus without having to run the Arabian exilic 
gauntlet. The Dravidians, therefore, were located at the Indus to 
host the three protoplasts from Hadramaut in 2228 when they 
arrived in India under the three vassals of Gomer. While 
Ashkenaz and Togarmah passed the Himalayas to plant the Ural- 
Altaics and Sino-Tibetans in the north, Riphath as Olifat of the 
Micronesians departed by sea to distribute the Austronesians of 
his mother Kali across the islands of the southeast, Indonesia, 
Micronesia, Melanesia and Polynesia. A detached group of Ural- 
Altaics, the Japanese, were included in this maritime process. 
“Riphath” is the Japhethite name of one of the greatest of the 
Noahic elite, known as Seba in the Cushite list, father of the 
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Amorites in the Cushite list, the East Indian god of destruction 
Shiva and the Egyptian god of the underworld and resurrection 
Osiris-Asir. There is reason to believe that the myth of Osiris- 
Asir’s dismemberment and resurrection refer to the Tower of 
Babel event of 2340. In Origin of the Nations I argue that the site 
of Babel in Akkad where Noah’s family settled soon after the 
Flood was Riphath-Seba’s birthplace. That coincidence caused 
him to be singled out as a representative of the dismemberment 
of the Noahic world community as pictured in the the Cernunnus 
panel and in Riphath’s analogous depiction in the Dravidian seals 
of Shiva Pashupati. Following the Tower of Babel event, the 
Egyptian protoplast remained in Akkad; but the Indians 
emigrated to comparatively distant Marhashi to the northwest, 
carrying the Shiva tradition with them. The central ritual of 
Egyptian religion was the annual raising of the Zed Pole, 
symbolic of the spine of Osiris-Asir in resurrection. 

After the Battle of Teutates, Riphath took command of the 
Mesoamericans led to Mexico by Ham and Mizraim’s vassal Zud-. 
There Riphath laid the groundwork for the Olmec civilization that 
began to develop by 1100 BC. In effect it was the counterpart to 
the Harappan civilization that Riphath’s Dravidians created in 
India a millennium earlier. The name “Olmec” is said to mean a 
rubber ball used in a ball game played both for recreationally and 
ritually. An internet source admits that the the language of the 
Negroid Olmecs resembles that of the Malinke of West Africa but 
denies that the Olmecs derived from there because of a 
consensus that all Native Americans originated in Asia. One does 
well to ignore that consensus and look to West Africa according 
to the model we have indicated. The most striking 
accomplishment of the Olmecs was the crafting of numerous 
colossal heads such as the following: 
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San Lorenzo Head 6 
Copied from 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:OlmecheadMNAH.jpg 


Tamils I have known are black but without distinctive features 
such as this. This bull-necked appearance derives, not from 
Riphath, but from Shem’s black son Hul, the Egyptian Kemur or 
“Black Bull” of Athribis. The main Olmec sites San Lorenzo and 
La Venta are located in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec in Mexico. 

In the Guti Dynasty, Riphath reigned under the name Ibate, 
corresponding to the second half of his Micronesian name Olifat. 
This Gutian name offers an alternative explanation of the West 
African Ibo especially if the Ibo are related in some way to the 
Malinke or Mandingo. The Ibo, a people of more limited range, 
are located in Nigeria east of the Lower Niger just north of the 
Delta. The Malinke are concentrated in Mali, a nation on the 
Upper Niger but spread over a wide area of West Africa. Palmer 
shows the Mandingoes as a dominant people on the Upper Volta. 
The Malinke-Mandingo speak a Mande language. We have 
assigned the Mande to one of the three names of the dominant 
West African Mizraim, in this case his Amorite name Mandaru. 
Mande is presumably the language similar to Olmec. The 
broad flat faces shown by the Olmecs are consistent with a 
derivation from Ham’s yellow son Mizraim as channeled into the 
Negro race by Kali’s influence. 

An article “A Tale of Two Cultures” in U. S. News and World 
Report, November 4, 1996, speculates on the _ possible 
derivation of the Olmecs from a culture in China shortly 
before the Olmec era in Mexico dated by the carbon method at 
1000 and 1200 BCE. The article begins by discussing the 
perennial dispute between “Diffusionists,” who believe in the 
rapid transfer of cultures from one part of the earth to another, 
and “Nativists” who take pride in the evolution of autonomous 
cultures. The dispute is roughly equivalent to the debate between 
nationalistic polygenists and imperialistic monogenists but not in 
any depth since neither faction believes in a monogenetic world 
community built by a race of universal aristocrats. 

In my view the development or transfer of cultures is 
unimportant compared to an international community of 
coordinating rulers independent of any one culture. This concept 
lies beyond the limits of democratic thought and will not be found 
even among the most ardent “Diffusionists.” If in fact an ancient 
material culture existing in China corresponds to the Olmec 
culture of Mexico, I assume a connection but one that existed in 
the third millennium BCE and was independent of cultures 
existing in Mexico or China in the late second. All that I require 
is that some members of the family of Shem’s black son Hul 
under Riphath joined an expedition that began in Yemen, crossed 
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Africa and then the Atlantic to Mexico. Because Riphath’s own 
people settled in the Indus Valley prior to the African expedition 
and acted as a springboard for Sino-Tibetans to move on to 
Austroasia, Tibet and China, it makes sense that part of the same 
family of Hul attached themselves to Sino-Tibetans and traveled 
to China just as the Centum Aryan Tocharians did and settled in 
Sinkiang. Riphath and Hul were half-brothers, sons of Kali, by the 
closely allied Noah and Shem. It is not surprising that the people 
of Hul would follow Riphath into lands in both hemispheres. 


Togarmah. 

Son of Noah and Mahadevi, postdiluvian full brother of Ham and 
a vassal of Gomer together with his half brothers Ashkenaz and 
Riphath. Before the Eurasian expedition, Togarmah reigned as 
Tuge in the Sumerian Dynasty III period in the “dynasty” of 
Second Kish along with other Noahic elite rulers following 
Dadasig (Shem), Magalgalla (Canaan) and Magalgalla’s son 
Kalbum (Sidon) and prior to Menumna (Mizraim). In the same 
time frame at Uruk, Gomer reigned as Lugalure and Ashkenaz as 
Argandea. So Gomer and at least two of his three vassals 
established identities as Sumerian rulers in the same period as 
Peleg-Lugalannemundu at Adab. The Siberian expedition began 
much later in the century twenty years after the rise of Sargon. 
In it Togarmah played the same role with the Sino-Tibetans that 
Ashkenaz did with the Ural-Altaics and Riphath with the 
Austronesians. He left the Centum Aryan Tocharians in Sinkiang 
as a trace of his own name. 

The Armenians claim descent from him through a son Hayk 
and display the correct red and aquiline appearance consistent 
with Mahadevi’s influence. The name Hayk, in turn, may have a 
bearing on the comparatively red-skinned Hakka of South China. 
The Oxford Bible Atlas shows Armenia as a successor title to 
Urartu at Lake Van in the period of the Persian Empire. 
Assuming a vowel metathesis, the name Urartu reflects Arurim 
son of Mashda in the First Kish Dynasty, making Urartu a 
complement to Mashda-Madai’s Media. In the Oxford map of the 
Assyrian Empire Media appears to the southeast of Urartu and 
Mannai beyond Lake Urmia. The same map attempts to identify 
Togarmah with a town Til-garimmu east of Tabal and 
northeast of Musri. All of these names serve to fill out the 
Japhethite presence in that part of the world. 

As Ham’s postdiluvian full brother, Togarmah complements 
Ham as Birsha king of Gomorrah to Bera king of Sodom in the 
period of the Abrahamic War of the 2120s. Gomorrah takes its 
name from Togarmah’s feudal lord Gomer; and Sodom from a 
First Kish or early Eanna name of Ham’s and Togarmah’s half- 
brother Peleg. What these three men all had in common was the 
maternity of Mahadevi-Tiamat. Togarmah’s name Birsha derives 
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from his Ural-Altaic name Pyrshak Khan. Whether the notorious 
evil of Sodom and Gomorrah was a general reflection on the 
Amorites or peculiar to those two cities alone is uncertain. In any 
case it derives from the Hamite misconduct that was indulged by 
Mahadevi when it provoked her diluvian husband Noah into his 
epochal curse. 


Vassals of Javan. 

Several factors converge to keep these four men in relative 
obscurity. As secondary vassals of Japheth they each served 
under a primary vassal according to the representative name 
“creature of Enki.” They lived out their political careers as 
obscure predynastic Pharaohs of Egypt. Their violent and 
premature deaths at Metelis kept them from becoming more 
prominent either in Egypt or Mesopotamia. Except for one great 
tradition, they would be undefinable. Here the Hellenic tradition 
shines as nowhere else. All four belong to the “Libyan” family of 
Poseidon-Sidon-Ptah. Of the four one immediate son of Sidon is 
Elishah, Hellenic Agenor, brother of the mighty Shelah-Marduk, 
who appears in this context under the name “Belus.” The fame of 
Shelah and obscurity of his brother Elishah poses a noteworthy 
contrast. One explanatory fact is that Shelah never appears in 
the Japhethite section either as a primary or secondary vassal. 
His fame is partly owing to his stature as Shem’s second heir and 
partly to his victory at Aratta. Still we would think that Noahic 
tradition would make more of his brother. The Javanites are more 
notable for the races that they established on the coasts of the 
Eastern Mediterranean than for anything that they themselves 
became. An exception is that the Sumerian text “Gilgamesh and 
the Land of the Living” attributes the execution of the monster 
Huwawa to Tarshish-Enkidu. Tarshish fathered both the 
Phoenicia race and the dominant Boii of Celtic Gaul. 

Several questions face any attempt to understand the 
Javanites. Why did Sidon make his family into vassals of Gomer’s 
son Javan? What circumstances created predynastic Egypt? Why 
were the four Javanites slain by Narmer (Nahor) along with the 
four sons of Ham? As a grandson of Ham and father of Shem’s 
heir Shelah, Sidon was deeply involved in the conflict between 
Ham and Japheth over control of the Egyptian race. When the 
Uruk-Aratta conflict arose, he closed ranks with Japheth by 
making his son Shelah the head of eight heroes made up of 
Japheth’s primary vassals. The vassalage of his son Elishah- 
Agenor and three grandsons to Japheth’s grandson Javan sealed 
this alliance. 

According to Table 4.6 Sidon created the feudal titles of his 
Javanites in 2308, the same year that he created the titles of the 
seven primary Japhethites. The entire fabric of the Japhethite 
feudal system was formed in reaction to the Aratta schism. As the 
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“Olympian” Poseidon, Sidon sacrificed his relationship to the four 
“Titan” sons of Ham— including his father Canaan— in order to 
consolidate his relationship to Japheth and Shem, the latter 
becoming his “Olympian” brother Zeus. He responded to the 
Aratta schism with an action suggested by the Hellenic the myth 
of Cronus-Canaan’s castration by his Olympian sons, cutting 
short Canaan’s own progeny among the elite with just the two 
sons Sidon and Heth. Sidon’s political initiatives served to keep 
his father and uncles from gaining too much power thereby 
challenging the authority that he sought to create in Egypt by his 
alliance with Japheth, father of the Egyptians. 

A key issue is whether the predynastic regime was formed 
before or after the rise of Sargon. Because Sidon’s family became 
vassals of Javan, an event of revealing importance was Sargon’s 
victory over Javan’s own tribe, the Yavanas, in Ionia in 2233. That 
victory and the murder of Javan’s vassals fifty-two years later 
followed the same Akkadian pattern. As a son of Cush, Sargon 
represented the “Titan” rather than the “Olympian” faction 
despite the origin of the Akkadians from Shelah, conqueror of 
Aratta. Sargon-Reu-Nimrod countered the tradition of 
Shelah’s victory over the “Titans” with loyalty to his 
“Titan” father Cush-Hyperion. He was the heir of Peleg - 
Hellenic tradition, the rebel Titan Prometheus. Sargon’s 
origins were kept in obscurity in order to dupe the Akkadians 
into ignoring his actual representation of the interests of the 
fallen Titans Hyperion-Cush and [the Titan-Aratta] Prometheus- 
Peleg. 

As a loyal “Olympian,” Sidon must have understood and 
reacted against Sargon’s initiative, recognizing in it a covert 
revival of the Aratta rebellion in altered form in the heart of 
Mesopotamia. His father Shelah became his fellow “Olympian” 
Ares, god of war. Ham himself became an “Olympian” Hermes in 
opposition to his “Titan” sons. The formation of the Olympian 
twelve was all part of the same reaction which led the four 
Javanites to the Eastern Mediterranean in an attempt to regroup 
against the Akkadians there. Predynastic Egypt, like mythical 
Olympian Greece, represented a militant challenge to Akkadian 
Mesopotamia in the 23rd century. 

Consequently the last chance for the Javanite vassals to have 
established Sumerian identities was in the Eanna and Second 
Kish periods. In the Eanna period one of them, Tarshish, appears 
as Gilgamesh’s servant Enkidu; and that is an exception that 
proves the rule. Despite Sidon’s high rank as Enki, he did not 
allow any of his offspring except Shelah-Lugalbanda-Marduk to 
come to prominence in Mesopotamia. Perhaps he was 
deliberately grooming the Javanites as predynastic pharaohs to 
the extent of teaching them the Egyptian language and 
encouraging them to spend time with the Hamitic protoplast. 
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Otherwise Javanites like Enkidu-Tarshish remained Sumerians 
but only in servant roles. 

The Javanites were synonymous with the Eastern 
Mediterranean and, in fact, with the route taken by the Centum 
Aryans into colonial Europe. This route occurred in five steps 
outlined by the Teutonic tradition of the five sons of Loki-Sidon. 
These included three of the Javanites. The maritime part of the 
route corresponds to the three “monsters” which Angrboda bore 
to Loki: Fenris, a version of the “Libyan” Phoenix-Tarshish at 
Phoenicia; Hela, Elishah-Agenor at Alashiya-Cyprus; and the sea- 
serpent Jormangandr, representing Rodan-Danaus at Rhodes. 
Loki’s two sons by Sigyn stand for colonists of the two main 
rivers of Europe: Vali, for the Wallach-Pelasgians on the Danube, 
and Narfi, for the Nervii west of the Lower Rhine. Vali and Narfi 
are sons of Sidon outside the circle of the elite. The name Vali 
echoes Shem’s First Kish name Balih and reflects Sidon’s dogged 
commitment to replace Noah in all things. The name Narfi may 
well have been modeled on Narmer (Nahor) to suggest that 
Sidon’s sons encompassed the entire imperial line from Shem 
through Nahor— typical logic of the mystical and manipulating 
son of Canaan. 


Chapter Eleven 


Profiles of the Noahic Elite IT: 
Hamites 


The gloomy imagery of the Gundestrup Dragon panel 
confirms that Ham’s sons suffered from a deep and tragic stigma. 
That general disfavor passed through a number of stages and 
changed in character. It began with events recorded in Genesis 9 
and the first seventy-seven lines of the Marduk Epic where Noah 
is so angered by bad behavior of Ham’s family that he considers 
executing them and finally settles on stripping Ham’s heir 
Canaan of his theocratic control over the “Semites.” In the next 
step Ham made a fool of himself by failing to build a 
Mesopotamian city of his own owing to his illicit attempt to 
reduce the world to a single linguistic stock. Third the Hamites 
cast their lot with the failed Aratta scheme and acquired their 
image as fallen “Titans” in Hellenic tradition. Fourth their 
Sumerian capital Lagash was obliged to wage war against its 
neighbors and was shut out of the Sumerian King List. The 
Hamites are pictured as “dragons” in both Celtic and Chinese 
traditions. Last they were murdered at Metelis and memorialized 
as bloodthirsty gods of the Aztec tradition. 

In view of this bad reputation, how is it that so many 
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members of the Noahic elite became vassals of Hamite 
patriarchs, most notably the Cushite clan including all four of the 
antediluvian fathers? The answer is that Ham’s family never 
relinquished control of the Semitic linguistic stock; and that is 
why Sargon-Nimrod, son of Cush, came to power among the 
Semitic-speaking Akkadians. Nothing could change the results of 
Inanna’s teenage union with Ham’s grandson Sidon, causing the 
remainder of the Shemite imperial line to spring from the male 
line of Ham. By building up the reputation of Shelah, a male-line 
great-grandson of Ham, the Akkadians made Mesopotamia into 
the “land of Nimrod.” Foreseeing what was coming in the mid- 
23rd century, Shem as Lugalzaggesi smashed the religious cult of 
Ningirsu-Nimrod under the care of Ham’s son Coeus-Urukagina 
in order to protest the takeover of his original claim land Akkad 
by Nimrod. Despite all the efforts to scapegoat the immediate 
sons of Ham as discredited rebels, Mesopotamia fell into the 
hands of Ham’s male line and a son of Cush by 2248. Sargon’s 
grandson and third successor Naram Sin settled the matter by 
murdering Sargon’s father Cush and his five brothers; but 
nothing changed the origin and meaning of the Akkadian Empire 
and the de facto expulsion of Shem— Ham/’s first enemy Mummu 
— from his place in the capital zone of the world. 


Cush. 

Son of Ham and Kali, father of Nimrod-Sargon, and feudal lord of 
all four antediluvian males. Despite Noah’s attempt to shift the 
Enlilship of the Semitic language to Shem in the curse-blessing of 
Genesis 9, Cush remained the chief Mesopotamian version of the 
god Enlil with his cult center at Kali’s Sumerian city of Nippur. 
We have yet to determine what practical form Cush’s power took 
both before and after the Aratta schism in which he gained his 
Hellenic identity of the sun Titan Hyperion. His yellow half- 
brother Mizraim succeeded Ham-Enmebaraggesi as Aka, king of 
Kish; but it would appear that Cush spent this period as a priest 
of Enlil at Nippur. His power may have been more priestly than 
political prior to the Aratta schism. His main political outlet was 
through his son Nimrod and before that through Nimrod’s 
nominal father Peleg, who ruled the entire Noahic community in 
the First Kish era, 2338-2308. When a Sumerian or Akkadian 
mythological text reports that Enlil made a decision, this tradion 
should be referred concretely to actual decisions made by Cush 
in his priestly capacity. 

Certain details of the Marduk Epic suggest how the system 
of priesthoods was introduced. After Apsu, Mummu and Tiamat 
are named, lines 7-9 reveal that the gods were somehow created 
by the trio of Noah, Shem and Mahadevi: 


When none of the other gods had been brought into being, 
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When they had not yet been called by their names and their 
destinies had not yet been fixed, 
At that time were the gods created within them. (Heidel, 
Babylonian Genesis, 18) 


The text admits that the Noahic theocracy was created in stages 
and that whatever power was wielded by Anu-Canaan, Enlil-Cush 
and Ea-Sidon had to be achieved. The first of these newly created 
gods came in pairs and represent two of the diluvian couples 
apart from Apsu-Noah and Tiamat-Mahadevi: Japheth and Kali as 
Lahmu and Lahamu and Ham and Uma as Anshar and Kishar. 
Mummu-Shem, for some reason, appears without his wife Durga 
(Sheba-I). Anshar and Kishar gave birth to Anu, Canaan, Ham’s 
original heir. Anu begets Nudimmud-Ea-Sidon; and the list stops 
there without naming Enlil-Cush. 

In fact the text does not name Enlil until late in the epic after 
Tiamat and Kingu have been overthrown. The unfolding story 
often refers to “the gods” without naming them. That silence is 
consistent with the motive of this mythology to conceal the role 
of Ham’s sons in the Aratta schism. All the blame for it is shifted 
to Mahadevi and Peleg. If Anu and Enlil were named explicitly as 
Aratta conspirators, Ea-Sidon’s and Marduk-Shelah’s reputation 
for loyalty to Uruk would be tainted by the knowledge that they 
belonged to a family of schismatics. The truth comes, however, in 
lines 109-119 where the “gods” complain to their mother Tiamat 
that she stood idly by without assisting her husband Apsu and his 
ally Mummu when they were overthrown. Now, they claim, she 
“dwells alone” and does not love them any more. The logic of this 
complaint is sufficiently confusing to make us wonder who these 
“gods” are. Why would they fix Tiamat’s attention on the downfall 
of Apsu and Mummu, who were seeking to destroy them? This 
confusion results from an awkward attempt to conceal the 
identity of the “gods” as sons of Ham and to acknowledge that 
they were prime movers behind the Aratta schism. What the text 
is doing is abstracting Sidon and Shelah from the Hamite fathers 
to confirm that the two sided with Shem and Japheth when they 
were opposed by Ham’s sons in the late 24th century. Hellenic 
tradition straightens things out by placing the sons of Ham in the 
same “Titan” category with Peleg-Kingu-Prometheus. 

The sort of confusion expressed in these lines persists in 
clouding the concrete histories of Ham’s sons down to the time of 
their murders in 2181. It also lingers on to account for the 
protean muddle of the Aztec pantheon where Cush-Tezcatlipoca 
appears at the head of twelve gods who may or may not be 
modes of himself. Michael E. Smith’s The Aztecs lists the twelve 
names, meanings and attributes of the Tezcatlipoca complex in 
his Table 9.2. If objective value could be attached to the 
sequence of the list, these names might yield an allegorical 
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sketch of Cush’s life since Cush died seven years into the twelfth 
postdiluvian era and was born early in the first. 

Two ethnic groups, Hellenes and Polynesians, show 
particular interest in the sons of Ham. The Hellenes claim 
descent from one of them, Iapetus-Phut. They belonged to the 
Centum Aryan group at Oman; and the Polynesians, to the 
Austronesian group at Hadramaut. Both traditions could have 
gained knowledge of the Hamites from the four men’s roles as 
Ocean Dragon Kings in charge of the four bodies of water 
surrounding the peninsula. The Polynesians, however, express 
what seems to be a personal devotion to figures like Tangaroa 
and Tane. Aside from physical ancestry they seem to be drawing 
on a special history of knowing them personally. When the Aratta 
schism took shape, the Austronesians would appear to have 
included the six sons of Ham in their own ranks as though this 
family were, at one time, Austronesian speakers. 

Nevertheless it was the Centum Aryans whose four great 
European branches took the stamp of the four sons of Ham in the 
period leading up to the Aratta schism. Thus far we have not 
accounted for the whereabouts of Ham and his sons in the period 
of the war. Significantly Hallo’s Figure 8 in The Ancient Near 
East locates Enmebaraggesi-Ham in the “generation” after the 
one assigned to Enmerkar and Lugalbanda of Uruk, the two 
explicit leaders of the Erechite cause in Sumerian tradition. In 
Figure 8 Utu, Meskiaggasher and Enmerkar cover the first three 
“generations” of the chart. Enmebaraggesi-Ham and his sons 
Aka-Mizraim and Magalgalla-Canaan follow in the fourth, fifth 
and eighth of these chronological frames. With the war occurring 
in the sixth year of the era in 2302, Ham and his sons had plenty 
of time to play roles in creating the Aratta schism years before 
Ham came to power as Enmebaraggesi at Kish. From the time of 
the war forward, the Hamites made Kish their headquarters as 
they were obliged to do with Heth’s Lagash after 2278. Heth was 
their chief agent in the field at Aratta; but that puts no limit on 
their activities in support of the schism in other ways. 

The Hellenic tradition of the Titans implies that the Hamites 
played a schismatic role that left a permanent impression on 
Hellenic imagination. The best evidence is that the four of 
Genesis 10:6 took charge of the four great proto-European stocks 
in the First Kish period in the years following 2338. Ham had 
been humiliated by the Tower of Babel fiasco in 2340 and was 
determined to take the initiative as soon as he could. He turned 
his attention to the north even as the eleven divisions of Peleg’s 
Cernunnus system was being coordinated from Kish. We have 
outlined the Cernunnus scheme in Table 4.2 and the ethnology of 
the Aratta schism in Table 4.7. Our task now is to work out the 
details of Table 12.1 describing how the Hamites dealt with the 
Centum Aryans who were spread out in four locations in the 
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Cernunnus system at Eridu, Lagash, Nippur and Sippar. 

Ham was not the only one who directed his attention 
northward in a development independent of the Cernunnus 
arrangement in the First Kish period. Once again we confront the 
tradition of the Sumerian King List that Etana-Noah of First Kish 
“ascended to heaven and made firm the lands.” Like Ham, Noah 
had been bitterly humiliated and had reason to act independently 
from the powers that were in Mesopotamia. He had been 
stripped of the Anship of the Ural-Altaic stock by Canaan-Anu in 
2359. The name Alalu which the Song of Kumarbi (Shem) gives 
him as Anu’s victim is suggestive. If the name is read with r’s 
rather than l’s, it becomes “Araru,” suggestive of biblical 
“Ararat,” the land of 


Urartu where the Ark came to rest. 

The Oxford Bible Atlas shows Urartu-Armenia extending east to 
west and just north of Subartu, Noah’s postdiluvian claim land 
Subaria. In all likelihood Noah regarded all of these northern 
lands as his own. Our estimated position of the River Aratta lies 
at the east end of Subartu. In fact the same map in the Oxford 
Bible Atlas shows a river flowing northward from Gutium into 
Lake Urmia. That river fits the location of River Aratta in 
Assyrian times. The bottom line is that Noah withdrew part of the 
Ural-Altaic stock at some time after 2359 and founded the colony 
of Aratta well in advance of Peleg’s withdrawal of the three 
matriarchal stocks there in 2308. 

The Hamite use of Centum Europeans to colonize the same 
northern region was Canaan’s response to Noah’s attempt to 
undermine his control of the Ural Altaics as the Hamite version of 
the god An. Peleg’s decision to move half the world to Aratta 
followed to same Hamite logic of securing the Inanna succession 
and making Ham and Canaan the genetic fountainhead of 
imperial power. The Marduk Epic stigmatizes Peleg-Kingu in 
order to deflect the stigma from “the gods” Anshar-Ham, Anu- 
Canaan, Enlil-Cush, Ea-Sidon and Marduk-Shelah. But the real 
blame for splitting the world lay with Canaan’s theft of the 
Anship from Noah in 2359 and with the Hamite attempt to check 
Noah’s sectarian withdrawal of Ural-Altaics to Aratta by stringing 
Centum Aryan colonies across the breadth of Subartu from Musri 
to Aratta. 

In designing this colonization process they followed the 
north-to-south sequence established in the Cernunnus system 
from the Celts at Sippar to the Italics at Nippur, the Teutons at 
Lagash and Hellenes at Eridu as outlined in Table 4.2. Their goal 
in spreading posts across the north was to inhibit Noah’s Ural- 
Altaics from taking possession of Subartu. Mizraim-Mynogan led 
the Brythonic division of the Celts from Sippar to Marhashi-Musri 
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where they established knowledge of Phoenicia at the foundation 
of Waddell’s view of the Phoenician basis of Britain. Cush at 
Nippur took command and led them to Haran, establishing a 
colony that later served as Taranis-Arphaxad I’s base during the 
war. The Centum Aryan branch, in this case, were Italics, who 
acquired from this experience their focus on Arphaxad _I- 
Hadoram as their Saturnus. As for Cush, it appears likely that the 
Roman Mars is distinct from Greek Ares-Shelah and to be 
identified with Cush’s son and political agent Nimrod. Thus Cush 
is Roman Mars’ father Quirinus. Canaan led his Teutons from 
Lagash to the Upper Tigris; and Phut led his Hellenes either to 
challenge Noah or join him at Aratta. 

The Centum Aryan stock who reached Aratta at the end of 
the process was the Hellenes from Eridu under their patriarch 
Phut-Iapetus. They either forced or persuaded Noah to take 
refuge in Colchis at this time and then remembered him there as 
both Aeson and Aeétes in the Argonautic tradition. For some 
reason Noah brought with him his black children Riphath and 
Arvad, Osiris-Asir and Isis of the Ennead, to become Absyrtus and 
Medea of the Argonautica. These two had presumably chosen to 
accompany Noah in his original decision to abandon 
Mesopotamia for Aratta. The same logic applies to part of the 
family of Shem’s black son Hul, father of the Colchians. An 
alliance of some sort formed between the blacks Riphath and 
Hul, resulting in the Oriental “Chinese Olmecs” who 
complemented Riphath’s Dravidians in the East. These two black 
patriarchs saw themselves as separatists from the Mesopotamian 
world now dominated by white Canaan and the Sumerian people 
of Canaan’s mother Uma. When the Aratta schism took shape, 
Mahadevi found it an easy task to persuade black Kali to share in 
it just as Kali appears as Mahadevi’s companion standing to her 
right in the Braided Goddess panel. 

Table 11.1 outlines the scheme to gain control of the 
Subarian north by Ham’s four sons at the head of four branches 
of the Centum Aryan stock: 


Table 11.1 Subarian Empire of the Sons of Ham [cp. Book 
362] 


Dates Aryan Branch Source Destination Hamite 
Name 

2338-2331 Brythonic Celts Sippar Musri Mizraim 

Mynogan 

2331-2324 Italics Nippur Haran Cush Quirinus 

2324-2317 Teutons Lagash Upper Tigris Canaan 
Tue 

2317-2310 Hellenes Eridu Aratta Phut Iapetus 
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Quirinus was a Roman god independent of Greek mythology and 
believed to have derived from the Italic Sabines, who conceivably 
took their name from Cush’s first vassal Seba. The name Quirinus 
derives from a Latin phrase “co-viri” meaning “men together”— 
possibly an allusion to the assemblage of Centum Aryans 
gathered from the four Sumerian cities for the purpose stated by 
the table. Although remaining physically separate at Musri, 
Haran, the Upper Tigris and Aratta, the Centum Aryans 
eventually gathered into at unit at Oman as a step in the punitive 
system. Quirinus is important to Roman mythology but cloaked in 
mystery in keeping with Cush’s general career as a zealot for the 
priesthood of Enlil at Nippur, Polynesian Tane-Mahuta “Father of 
Forests,” the Teutonic forest god Vidar and the Aztec god of 
deception Tezcatlipoca. The Aztec’s god’s “smoking mirror” both 
for deceiving enemies and foretelling the future is typical of the 
mysterious “wizard” image of this son of Ham and Kali. Despite 
the rationality often associated with Roman culture, it also 
possesses a dark, atmospheric quality readily apparent in 
contrasting Vergil’s Aeneid with Homer’s Iliad. Aside from a 
couple of obscure reigns outside Mesopotamia at Martu, Awan 
and Gutium, Cush seems to have avoided open political activity, 
preferring to act politically through his son Nimrod. The birth of 
Nimrod-Sargon is cloaked in mystery and diverted from Cush to 
Peleg as the given father of Reu in Genesis 11. 

When the sons of Ham invaded Subartu, they brought 
enough followers with them to create a short-lived Caucasian or 
“Titanic” empire with important results for the eventual 
ethnology of the region. Their goal was to secure legitimacy for 
Canaan’s usurpation of the Anship in 2359. To accomplish this 
they realized that they had to supplant Noah in the general 
region where the Ark came to rest and then reconstitute the 
names of the four male survivors of the Flood in their own terms. 
The land proper to Ham was to be Subartu from Musri to Aratta. 
The mountains of Armenia took Shem’s Amorite name Harharu to 
become Urartu-Ararat. Japheth’s name was assigned to the 
Caucasian-Japhetic land of Georgia between the Black Sea and 
Caspian. Noah was exiled to the lowlands of Colchis west of 
Georgia to establish his name there. 

Maintaining the locations outlined in Table 11.1, the sons of 
Ham claimed imperial control of these lands as though they were 
successors to and substitutes for the four diluvian males. As high 
priest of Ham’s ancestral God Elohim-Enlil, Cush defined the 
Ham’s quarter of the scheme by making Haran on the Khabur the 
imperial capital of Subartu. When the war began, Arphaxad I 
took possession of Haran and made Padan-Aram the homeland of 
the Semitic Hebrews by following up the implications of Cush’s 
having made it the northern counterpart to Martu as homeland of 
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the Semitic linguistic stock. On the Upper Tigris by 2317, Canaan 
made good on his claim to Noah’s Anship by colonizing Colchis 
with Noah, his son and daughter Seba and Arvad, and some 
selected body of colonists. At Aratta Phut adopted his Titan name 
Iapetus among the Hellenes there in order to act as Japheth’s 
supplanter and claim imperial control of the Caucasus. That is 


why his “son,” Prometheus-Peleg, was said to have been “chained 
to Mount Caucasus” as a result of the war. As Egyptian Min 


assigned to the land of Musri, Mizraim-Mynogan-Oceanus took 
on the symbol of the lightning bolt in order to adopt Shem’s 
Ishkurship and claim imperial control over the land of Urartu. 

Because the chief followers of the sons of Ham were Centum 
Aryans, it is logical to assume that they played a role in either 
colonizing these northern lands or guarding those who did. The 
exiles from Noah’s early version of Aratta were the victims of the 
scheme and logically formed the populations of colonies in 
Subartu, Urartu, Georgia and Colchis. These exiles have not been 
defined; but the Centum Aryans were destined to become an 
exilic unit in Arabian Oman as outcome of the war. 


Mizraim. 

Son of Ham and Durga (Sheba-I), half brother of Arphaxad I and 
Gomer. He appears with Arphaxad to form a dyad in the 
Gundrestup panel featuring Durga (Sheba-I). Known as the 
Trinity panel, this design shows two male figures with hands 
upraised in the Ka posture indicating deity above the goddess’ 
shoulders as in the dyads of the panels featuring Noah, Shem and 
Ham. The figure over her right shoulder displays features, a 
beard and hair identical to Taranis-Arphaxad of the Taranis 
panel. The figure over her left shoulder is clean-shaven, wears a 
Celtic torque and at first glance could be either of Durga (Sheba- 
I)’s Welsh sons Gomer-Llyr or Mizraim-Mynogan. In the Egytian 
pantheon of the Hamites whom the Brythonic Celts left behind in 
Sippar, Mizraim appears as Min, Arphaxad I as Khnum and 
Gomer as Mont. The dyad logic of the panel requires that the 
clean-shaven god be either Mizraim or Gomer. 

This question of whether the smooth-shaven god is Mizraim 
or Gomer is an interpretive crux. If the figure is Mizraim, the two 
gods above Durga (Sheba-I)’s shoulders are antagonists in the 
Uruk-Aratta war. If he is Gomer, they are Erechite allies. A 
deciding observation is that the Achchitae of Ptolemy’s map of 
Arabia complements the Sabaei of Sheba I-Durga (Sheba-I)’s 
Yemen. The Achchitae represent Aka-Mizraim in the land where 
the African expedition of the Mizraim clan began. The Trinity 
panel of the Gundestrup Caldron is shown here rather than under 
Sheba I in Chapter Thirteen. A comparison of he bearded god to 
the left with the principal figure in the Taranis panel shown in 
Chapter Ten demonstrate that the two figures are identical. Both 
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depict Durga (Sheba-I)’s son Taranis-Arphaxad I. 


ee ae 


Trinity Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron 


As Aka of Kish, Mizraim perpetuated the Uruk-Aratta 
struggle by opposing Gilgamesh, King of Uruk and Japhethite 
Tubal, one of the eight Erechite heroes and son of Shelah- 
Lugalbanda, leader of the eight. In fact the Uruk-Aratta struggle 
was really a conflict between Uruk in Sumer and Kish in 
Sumerian Akkad. Peleg had dominated Mesopotamia from his 
capital at Kish before leading the Aratta schism. The subsequent 
rulers of Kish were mostly of the Aratta faction one way or 
another. As we will see Aka’s successor Susuda is his first 
Genesis 10 vassal Zud-Susanowo; Dadasig, Noah’s son and ally 
Shem; Magalgalla, Canaan; Kalbum, Canaan’s son Sidon, who 
played an ambiguous role in the war; and Mennumna, a second 
version of Mizraim. Although Peleg-Lugalannemundu began his 
reign at Adab, he declared himself “King of Kish” to indicate his 
imperial rule over Mesopotamia. His Aratta adventure was a 
momentous fiasco analogous to the one perpetrated by Ham in 
2340. Nevertheless Peleg secured the Inanna succession and 
with it the imperial throne of Kish in the capital zone of Akkad 
where his East Semitic heir would reign at Agade. Mizraim 
shared in this imperium as a king of Kish both as Aka in the 
Eanna (Dynasty II) period and Mennumna in the Dynasty III 
period. 

A mystery unresolved to this point is why this yellow son of 
Ham secured the name Mizraim, “Two Egypts,” and how he 
capitalized on this name before his violent death in Egypt in 
2181. According to the revolution of Noah’s curse-blessing, Ham 
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inherited the Hamite protoplast bound for Egypt in compensation 
for his loss of the Semites; so he could bestow the Egyptian title 
however he wished. The dual name “Two Egypts,” however, tells 
us something about Mizraim’s relationship to the Hamite 
protoplast while it was still living in Akkad at Sippar and Kish. 
Mizraim’s two Sumerian names Aka and Mennumna offer an 
explanation. The name Aka was destined for association with 
both ends of the African expedition led by his Mizraim vassals of 
Genesis 10, starting with the Achchitae in Arabia and extending 
to the West African Akans. 

The later name Mennumna of the Sumerian Dynasty III 
period is cognate with Mizraim’s Japanese name 
Amenominakanushi. If we conceive of the Japanese as exotic 
Ural-Altaics, there must have been interplay between Mizraim 
and the Ural-Altaics under Peleg-Cernunnus at Kish. In fact the 
Japanese can be explained as physical descendants of Mizraim 
living as Ural-Altaic speakers at Kish. Evidence of this Japanese 
connection is the ruler Susuda, whom Hallo locates on the sixth 
“generation” of the Eanna period between Aka and Dadasig. The 
equations of Mizraim’s first vassal Zud- with Japanese Susanowo 
and North American Sosondowah indicate that Susuda is this 
first vassal, Aka-Mizraim’s immediate successor at Kish. 

A logical inference is that Aka-Mizraim corresponds to one of 
the two Egypts and Mennumna-Mizraim to the other. One way to 
approach the question is to emphasize the cognate relationship 
among the names Mennumna, Celtic Mynogan and the god Min 
of Lower (North) Egypt. In view of these names, the Upper 
(South)) Egyptians derive from Mizraim’s reign as Aka. The 
African expedition, if not the entire Mizraim clan, is oriented to 
Upper (South)) Egypt. It should be remembered that the African 
expedition settled for a time in Libya, west of Upper (South)) 
Egypt, and then proceeded by the Mediterranean and Atlantic to 
West Africa. It left the Upper Nile and Blue Nile to the Cushitics 
and Semites of Ethiopia in the domain of Cush and independent 
of the Mizraim clan. The Philistines and Caphtorim of Crete were 
a Mediterranean phenomenon oriented to Upper (South)) Egypt. 
Therefore Mizraim’s reign at Kish in the Dynasty II period gave 
rise to the Lower Egytian division of the Hamitic stock. The 
Lower (North) Egyptians were attached in some way to his later 
reign as Mennumna in the Dynasty III period at the same 
Sumerian city. 


Phut. 

Son of Ham and Uma, full brother of Canaan. The Hellenes trace 
their descent from this white son of Ham twice over in the same 
artificially designed genealogy where he appears both as Titan 
Iapetus son of Uranus-Ham and the wind god Aeolus, eponym of 
the Hellenic Aeolians and son of the eponym Hellen, a duplicated 
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version of Ham. Close consideration of Phut (or Put) opens up 
new avenues of North African ethnology and Hellenic mythology 
not yet discussed in this study. As a wind god, Aeolus must have 
been related in some way to the Semitic Enlilship of the universal 
Air God. His father Ham created the Semitic stock. Hellenes and 
their member tribe of Aeolians are of course Indo-Europeans. But 
Phut’s land of Punt straight south of Greece on the coast of North 
Africa draws attention to a land known chiefly for Semitic 
languages, not just the imported Arabic of modern Egypt but 
native Semitic languages such as Berber. The mid-20th century 
Universal Standard Encyclopedia classifies Berber as a Hamitic 
language; but Juan Cole of the Global Americana Institute at 
www.juancole.com.html names the language “Afro-Semitic.” A 
cluster of names the Berbers give themselves— Amazigh, Mazigh 
and Mazys— seen to echo the ancient Massylians of the Mizraim 
division Masluhim. However the Sahara version of the race, 
Tuaregs, aS pronounced by Arabs “Tawarek,” echo Phut’s 
Polynesian name Tawhiri-matea. Because the Mizraim name 
Masluh- refers to Japheth, this interplay of names suggests that 
Phut deliberately adopted Japheth’s name, not only as Afro- 
Semitic Mazigh but as Aryan-Hellenic Iapetus. 

Hellenic mythology attributes to Iapetus five sons: Atlas, 
Prometheus, Menoetius, Epimetheus and Hesperus. These names 
have always been difficult to process for two reasons. If 


Prometheus maintains identity with Peleg, the group seems more 
political than genetic. Also two of the names are so transparently 
epithets— Prometheus “Forethought” and _  Epitmetheus 
“Afterthought”— that they seem similarly artificial. A bold 
approach to these names is to suggest that the Hellenes who 
followed Phut in the migration of Table 11.1 gave them to the 
Hamites as leaders and included Peleg as Prometheus. If this 
hypothesis is correct, the effort by Phut to name himself after 
Japheth among the Hellenes derived from his intention to 
supplant Japheth as his counterpart in the Aratta faction. The 
“five sons of Iapetus” are a_political-allegorical record of the 


alliance of Table 11.1 with Peleg added. This pentad represents 
the same system as in Table 11.1 under modification by Peleg’s 


arrival at Aratta with the great matriarchal protoplasts and Ural- 
Altaics in 2308: 


Table 11.2 “Sons” of Iapetus and the Subartu Pentad 
[cp. Book 367] 


Titan Sons 

Derivative 

of Iapetus Location Name Local Name 
Nations 
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Hesper Musri Mizrai Musri Egyptians 

us m 

Atlas Harran Cush Ethiopian 
Ss 

Epimeth Upper Canaa Canaanit 

eus Tigris n es 

Promet Aratta, Peleg Lord of Celts 

heus Caucasus Aratta 

Menoeti Gutium Phut Imta Berbers 

us 


The reason for adding ethnology from East and North Africa is 
that the Hellenic mythology placed Hesperus and Atlas at the 
west end of the Mediterranean, hence the Atlas Mountains of 
Morocco. The same two take western positions in the system 
paralleling Subartu north of Mesopotamia when the _ proto- 
Hellenes viewed them from the perspective of Aratta and Gutium 
to the east. By recording Phut’s name as Imta, Table 11.2 reveals 
why Phut took that name as founder of the Guti dynasty in 2218. 
He either remained in Gutium over the ninety years from 2308 to 
2218 or returned there owing to his knowledge of the region 
from the period of the Uruk-Aratta War. 

As members of the united Centum Aryan group in the 
Arabian period, Hellenes combined what they remembered of the 
period in the north with what they saw of the expedition that 
brought the ill-fated Hamites to the Nile Delta. The African 
expedition reached Libya in 2188, seven years before Phut’s 
violent death after his brief reign as Pharaoh Den of Dynasty I. 
The Libyan region of Punt could have received its name from him 
before his death. The memorial of Iapetus’ sons conflated the two 
perspectives on Subartu in the late 24th century and North 
Africa in the early 22nd. 

Canaan. 

Son and original heir of Ham and Uma, full brother of Phut and 
feudal lord of the model Canaanite eleven of Genesis 10. 
Although the Egyptian Ennead identifies Ham as Shu in keeping 
with the Semitic Enlilship underlying the “language of Canaan,” 
the Marduk Epic identifies Canaan only as Anu, the heaven god, 
as the net result of his loss of the Enlilship to both Shem and his 
mulatto brother Cush and of his usurpation of the Anship from 
Noah in 2359 according to the Song of Kumarbi (Shem). After 
receiving Noah’s curse before 2398, Canaan waged relentless 
political war against his adversaries Noah and Shem and was 
eventually slain by Shem’s seventh heir Nahor-Narmer (Nahor) in 
2181. As a fair-skinned son of Uma and father of the even fairer 
Sidon by his own mother, Canaan fathered the Teutonic race and 
is known among them as the war god Tue, source of our word 
“Tuesday.” Among the Polynesians he was known as_ Tu- 
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matuenga, “Father of Fierce Human Beings.” He passed this 
capacity for war down to his son Heth, who founded the warlike 
Lagashite dynasty in 2278 and gave rise to the Stele of the 
Vultures depicting his great-grandson Eanatum through Heth 
and Akurgal. The same logic applies to Heth’s Teutonic Chatti, 
who became Hessian mercenaries and bitter antagonists of 
George Washington in the American Revolution. I recommend 
the film The Crossing (2000) for this latterday manifestation of 
the German war god and his son Heth, not to mention the warlike 
deeds of the 20th century Nazis with their Hittite swastika. 

Following Canaan’s counter-revolution against Noah and 
Shem in 2359, his son Sidon instituted the system of feudal oaths 
embodied in the biblical Table of Nations at the next Noahic 
epoch in 2338. He started by honoring Canaan with a 
prototypical set of vassals beginning with himself and Heth and 
adding his family’s enemy Shem-Mummu as the third vassal 
Jebus-. The primary value of the Canaanite eleven was to divide 
the Indo-Europeans, created by Shem, into eleven branches to 
colonize eleven locations in and around Mesopotamia as far away 
as Marhashi and Gutium. This commitment to the the Indo- 
European stock did not keep Canaan from passing his name on to 
the West Semitic Canaanites. Secondary versions of the eleven 
branches of the Aryans may also be found among the Semites. 
The eleven Canaanite names in Genesis 10 are treated as though 
they are all locations and/or tribes in the West Semitic world. 
Semitic-speaking populations were probably to be found at one 
time in places such as Sidon, Jebusi-Jerusalem, Arvad and 
Hamath. The Aryan-Semitic dualism of this tradition arose 
directly out of the wording of Noah’s curse-blessing where he 
combines Yahweh, equivalent to the Aryan god of Storms with 
Elohim equivalent to the Semitic air god Elohim, both in 
reference to the one God of the Judaeo-Christian tradition. 

As a son of Ham identified by the Hellenes as the Titan 
Cronus, Canaan shared in both the Subartu scheme and its 
sequel the Uruk-Aratta War where he cast his lot with the losing 
side in opposition to his Olympian sons Sidon-Poseidon and Heth- 
Hades. An important discrepancy in this tradition is that chief of 
the Olympians is Shem-Zeus, Noah’s loyal son and ally. That 
tradition appears to contradict our view that Noah founded 
Aratta in his own interests and those of his loyal son. What the 
discrepancy tells us is that, when Canaan and Ham’s other sons 
led the Centum Aryans northward, it was with hostile intentions; 
and Noah took refuge in Colchis because these Hamites forced 
him to. As the Olympian Zeus, Shem remained a formal vassal of 
Canaan but waged war against him as Olympian Zeus against 
Titan Cronus. The family’s internecine conflict is stated explicitly 
by the Hellenes. Another implication of the Hellenic tradition is 
that by sympathizing with the Olympians against the Titans, the 
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Hellenes were converted to the Erechite viewpoint either by their 
defeat or by previous agreement. Whatever their understanding 
with the Erechite victors, however, it did not keep them from 
being forced into exile along with other Centum Aryans. 

Both Tables 11.1 and 11.2 place Canaan at the Upper Tigris 
with his Teutonic branch of the Centum Aryans. That 
circumstance suggests some association between his activities 
and the birth of East Semitic Assyria. The Upper Tigris was the 
third west-to-east location just as Canaan-Gunidu’s Lagash was 
the third Centum Aryan city counting southward from Sippar of 
the Celts and Hamites under Mizraim-Mynogan. This west-to-east 
reading in the north was adopted because of the transparent 
association of Mizraim with both Musri and Tabal of Assyrian 
times. Since “Asshur” is simply the Shemite name of Reu-Sargon- 
Nimrod, the association with Canaan begins with the fact that all 
the imperial heirs flow from the line of Canaan, Sidon and 
Shelah-Marduk. Eventually Assyria was singled out for Asshur’s 
homeland precisely because of the tradition that it had once been 
held by Canaan, genetic fountainhead of the imperial line. 

If this reasoning is true, we would expect to find Canaan 
placed prominently placed in the Assyrian pantheon where Ashur 
himself is a god of war. The International Standard Bible 
Encyclopedia lists under the heading “Babylonian and Assyrian 
Pantheon” thirteen deities: Enlil (Ellil), Anu, Ea, Sin, Shamash, 
Ishtar, Marduk, Nabu, Nergal, Ninib, Ramman, Tammuz and 
Asshur. Embedded in these thirteen names is the entire 
Sumerian high ogdoad: the Air god Enlil, Heaven god An, Water- 
Wisdom god Enki-Ea, Moon god Nanna-Sin, Sun god Utu- 
Shamash, Storm god Ishkur-Ramman, Shepherd god Dumuzi- 
Tammuz and War god Ninurta-Ningirsu as both Ninib and 
Asshur, assuming the latter’s separate identity as Shem’s vassal. 
Another way to view the pantheon is to analyze it for the entire 
imperial line of Shem and his heirs through Reu-Sargon-Nimrod: 
Shem as Ramman-Ishkur-Adad; Arphaxad I as Sin-Nanna, Shelah 
as Marduk, Eber as Nabu, Peleg as Nergal and Reu-Nimrod as 
Ninib-Asshur. In fact the pantheon seems to have been stabilized 
for the purpose of memorializing these patriarchs of the Inanna 
succession once for all. To confirm this theme the pantheon 
includes as its one high goddess Ishtar-Inanna, mother of the 
succession. The pantheon, however, adds nothing to our 
knowledge of Canaan who reappears simply as before as the Anu, 
who seized the Anship from Noah. 

When we consider that Ham-Tammuz, Canaan-Anu and 
Sidon-Ea are also creators of the Inanna succession by supplying 
its male line, we can see in it a classic rendering of the Noahic 
elite at its Mesopotamian core. This classic synthesis and 
selection is worthy of tabulation in a genealogical form based on 
successive postdiluvian generations. The name Cush is placed in 
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italics because he enters the genetic chain only as father of Reu 
of the seventh generation despite belonging to the second. The 
sun god Utu-Obal is also in italics because he never became an 
imperial heir but would have if the Inanna succession had been 
abrogated. Ninib is an earlier name of Nimrod as the god 
Ninurta. As for the Assyrian version of Anu-Canaan, the 
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia states, “His chief seat 
of worship was Uruk, but in the Assyrian period he was 
associated with the god Adad in a temple in the city of Asshur.” It 
makes sense that the original Assyrian capital marks the spot 
where Canaan first settled on the Upper Tigris between the years 
2324 and 2317. The Centum Aryan stock under him— Teutons— 
explains Anu’s association with Adad at Asshur since Adad is the 
Syrian version of Shem and counterpart to the great Teutonic 
god Thor-Sig. 


Table 11.3. Genealogical Arrangement of the Babylonian- 
Assyrian Pantheon [Book 370] 


Generation Line of 
of Noah Pantheon Ham Combined 
Lines Shem 
First Tammuz Ham Shem 
Ramman 
Second Anu Canaa 
Ellil n 
Sin Cush Arphaxa 
dl 
Third Ea Sidon 
Ishtar Inanna- 
Shamash Uzal 
Utu-Obal 
Fourth Marduk Shelah 
Fifth Nabu Eber 
Sixth Nergal Peleg 
Seventh Ninib= Reu 
Asshur 


In the period of the Ocean Dragon Kings, Canaan became Ao- 
Kwang of the eastern sea, the Arabian, as head of the reunited 
Centum Aryan stock at Oman. Shortly before his violent death in 
2181, he reigned as Pharaoh Anedjib of Dynasty I. Acquiring the 
honor of the Anship in Mesopotamia failed to secure him against 
execution in 2181. If Narmer (Nahor)-Naram Sin connected him 
with Anu at all, it was only as a former high priest of that god, 
not as the deity’s embodiment. 

Sabtah. 
From the present point forward in Chapter Twelve, many of the 
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Hamite names are duplications of patriarchs appearing 
elsewhere in Genesis 10. In dealing with these we will follow the 
policy of Chapter Seven in listing these under their Hamite 
names when they first appear in the Hamite section. Sabtah 
appears only in the Cushite list following his father Seba (treated 
in Chapter Eleven as Riphath) and Havilah II (presented in that 
chapter as Ham). The most stable conclusion about this vassal of 
Cush is that he was a son of the Seba-Arvad couple known to the 
East Indians as Shiva and Parvati, to the Egyptian Ennead as 
Osiris-Asir and Isis and to the Hellenic tradition of the 
Argonautica as the Colchian siblings Absyrtus and Medea. The 
Indians name him Ganesha, the elephant god. Like Daksha I in 
the myth of Shiva and the goat’s head, Ganesha was said to 
receive his elephant’s head after a decapitation. 

An abiding mystery concerning Sabtah is why the 
Egyptians attributed such high importance to him as Horus 
the Younger, the victorious adversary of Seth. Horus’ 
adversary in the Egyptian war is Seth, the Ennead version of 
Shem, who did not lose the Uruk-Aratta war. As Olympian Zeus 
Shem defeated the Titan Hamites in that War. The only 
explanation of this mystery is that the Egyptian tradition does not 
refer to the war but to Shem-Lugalzaggesi’s defeat at the hands 
of Sargon in 2244. That event led to the colonization of Egypt 
beginning fourteen years later in 2230. The Hamites left Akkad 
with Sargon’s victory fresh in their minds. For some reason they 
attributed it to Sabtah rather than Sargon-Nimrod. 

The mystery can be cleared up by addressing another. We 
have not explained where Sargon [Nimrod] got the forces needed 
to conquer Sumer, drive out the Olympians and form and 
maintain his empire. The Akkadians proper have been identified 
as the Semitic part of the family of Shem’s son Gether. That race 
alone was inadequate to account for Sargon’s rapid conquest of 
the heartland. The occurrence of Waddell’s Indo-Aryan names in 
black Africa as the Sagara, Manja and Karamba has always 
suggested that Sargon made use of ancestors of black Africa in 
his conquest of Mesopotamia. He himself was the son of Kali’s 
son Cush and heir of Kali’s grandson Peleg. The strange Egyptian 
glorification of Sabtah as the falcon-victor Horus can be 
explained as an acknowledgement that Sabtah supplied from his 
family the forces Sargon needed to swing the Mesopotamian 
balance in his favor. 

Despite their fair-skinned dislike of “wretched Kush,” 
Egyptians must have viewed Sargon and his allies as responsible 
for enabling them to settle on the coveted Nile. Although they 
eventually worshiped Sargon-Nimrod as Amun-Re of Wazet- 
Thebes, they gave the victory to Sabtah-Horus because they 
viewed his people as conquerors of Sumerian Mesopotanmia. 
They understood that Shem had been the original claimant to 


398 


Kingship AT Its Source 
Akkad and nominal origin of the name “Sumer”; so they 
identified their Ennead version of Shem— Seth— with Sumerian 
defeat at the rise of Nimrod with the assistance of Sabtah. 

This line of reasoning raises the issue of where Sabtah and 
his Bantus were located prior to 2244. What was Sabtah’s career 
profile? He rose to claim hegemony over Sumer as _ Lugal- 
Kingineshdudu in the years just previous to the rise of Sargon. 
The Bantus likely inhabited Sumer under him at that time and 
became readily available for the conqueror’s use owing to 
Sabtah’s vassalage to Cush-Enlil, god of Nippur. Shem was also 
Cush’s vassal as Raamah; but his desecration of the cult of 
Ningirsu at Lagash meant that he refused to honor Cush’s son 
Nimrod. In that sense the conflict between Sargon and Lugal- 
zaggesi was a civil war within the Cushite clan. 

Ganesha is given a full brother Karttikeya or Skanda, the 
Indian god of war. If this figure were to appear in Genesis 10, it 
would be in the Cushite list together with his father Seba and 
brother Sabtah. Although he fails to appear there, his character 
as a god of war may well mean that he was a military leader 
under Nimrod Sargon. The name Skanda is conceivably cognate 
with that of Shaka, king of the warlike Zulus in the 19th century 
of the Christian era. As a branch of the Bantus living in South 
Africa, the Zulus complement the main body of Bantu tribes 
farther north as Skanda complements his brother Ganesha- 
Sabtah. 


The Hindu Trimurti 3 Sons of Noah - Brahma, 
Vishnu-II, Shiva - Shem, Ashkenaz and 
Riphath-Seba 


The Indian pantheon combines concrete genetic information 
like this with an overlay of Hindu theological philosophy. The 
philosophical element has kept me from introducing the greatest 
of all the Indian deities, Vishnu, until now. Vishnu the sustainer 
is the highest ranking member of the Hindu Trimurti or trinity 
together with Brahma the creator and Shiva the destroyer. In 
Hinduism Brahma is far less important than the other two gods. 
But he is a genuine representation of Shem as creator of the 
Indo-European linguistic stock if only because he is paired off 
with the correct wife, Saraswati, Noah’s white daughter Hamath, 
Shem-Bal’s sister wife Anath of the Ugaritic tradition. The same 
logic applies to the other two members of the Trimurti. Shiva is 
accurately paired with Noah’s black daughter Arvad, whose 
Indian name Parvati means “from the mountains” or “in the 
mountains.” The name embodies a recognition that Noah, Seba 
and _ Arvad fled from Canaan’s hostility at Aratta_ through the 
Caucasus to take refuge in Colchis. These locations were well 
known to the Gangetic Indians who left their location as far south 
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as Phoenicia to migrate northward into the mountains of 
Cappadocia and Anatolia. Vishnu is paired off with Lakshmi, 
Noah’s yellow daughter who appears in the Canaanite list under 
the name “Sinite.” 

The tradition of Vishnu’s three strides serves to identify Vishnu 
with another son of Noah, the great colonist Ashkenaz. The first 
stride covers the earth, the second the heaven or air and the 
third lies outside the range of human knowlwdge. The second 
and third refer to Ashkenaz great expeditions in Siberia-Sarmatia 
and North America. In the second Askenaz covers heaven as 
leader of the people of the Anship of heaven, Ural Altaics, in 
Siberia and Sarmatia. The third is abstract and unknowable 
because the Americas were beyond the ken of the rest of the 
Noahic world. The first stride implies that Ashkenaz also played a 
leading role in the preliminary “swastika” expedition described in 
Table 8.1 where it is attributed to the sons of Heth. 

An interpretive issue is why the Satem Aryans of India 
singled out just these three sons of Noah— Shem, Ashkenaz and 
Riphath-Seba— for the Trimurti capstone of their pantheon. The 
Trimurti is depicted as a three-headed god: 


The Indian Trimurti and Tridevi 
Copied from 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/ 
File:Elephanta_Caves_Trimurti.jpg 


Vishnu’s first stride served to plant the Indians themselves in the 
land that Waddell attributes to them in Cappadocia or Anatolia as 
far off as the city Purashkhanda recorded by the Akkadians. 
Whether Ashkenaz-Vishnu’s wife Lakshmi is the same as Balto- 
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Slavic Yarilo’s wife Lada has not yet been determined. 

[The Female-Centric Shaktidharma denomination assigns the eminent roles of 
the three forms (Trimurti) of Supreme Divinity not to masculine gods but 
instead to feminine goddesses: MahaSarasvati (Creator), MahaLaxmi 
(Preserver), and MahaKali (Destroyer). This feminine version of the Trimurti is 
called Tridevi ("three goddesses"). The masculine gods (Brahma, Vishnu, Shiva) 
are then relegated as auxiliary agents of the supreme feminine Tridevi. When 
paired with the Trimurti: 


Trimurti Tridevi 
Color 
Vishnu (Yarilo) (Ashkenaz) Lakshmi (Sin) Lada 
Yellow 
Shiva (Riphath-Seba) Parvati -(Arvad) or Kali-(Ophir) Black 
Brahma (Shem) Saraswati, Noah’s white daughter (Hamath) 
White 


(Explanation of the pairing confusion between Parvati and Kali as paired 
consort: Parvati, or in her demon-fighting aspect, Kali, is the goddess of 
power, beauty, love, and spiritual fulfillment, as well as consort of Shiva, the 
destroyer of evil or transformer. ) 

In Japanese Shinto deities, the Tridevi entered Japanese mythology as the 
goddesses Benzaitennyo (Sarasvati), Kisshoutennyo (Laxmi), and Daikokutennyo 
(Mahakali). Daikokunyo "She of the Great Blackness", or Daikokutennyo "She of 
the Great Blackness of the Heavens."] See Wikipedia. 


Sabtecah. 
I take this Cushite vassal to be the first occurrence in Genesis 10 
of the pivotal ruler Peleg. He was a son of Eber by Mahadevi and 
became his mother’s ally by 2302 as Kingu to Tiamat. Much of 
the story of Peleg has already been told as the entire history of 
the Noahic world community down to the time of his death in 
2278. We have not yet suggested why the world community 
singled him out as the Cernunnus overlord of the First Kish 
system; but there had to be an agreement with his great-great- 
grandfather Canaan-Anu. The Anship carried with it a principle of 
political sovereignty. Canaan may simply have named the third 
heir of the Inanna succession as general ruler at the same 
moment in 2338 when Ham’s son became feudal lord of the 
Canaanite eleven depicted in the eleven figures of the Cernunnus 
panel. 

One long-range result of Peleg’s fiasco at Aratta_ can be 
measured by the fact that his Erechite brother Joktan-Aram 


claims seventeen vassals in Genesis 10 and Peleg none. That is 
why the Hittite mythology of Telepinu openly accuses Peleg of 


sinful behavior in his rash Aratta schism and the Marduk Epic 
treats Kingu as the goat of humanity. The Hittite Disappearance 
of Telepinu interprets Peleg as son of the great Storm God Shem 
as though Shem’s fourth heir of his were a begotten son. The 
special relationship was based on Peleg’s becoming the second 
heir of Shem’s Ishkurship, a second storm god as he is in the 
Balto-Slavic pantheon as Perkuna to Shem’s Tar-Thor. The 
inherent separatism of the Ishkurship and Ishkur’s intervention 
on behalf of Aratta in one of the Sumerian accounts shows that 
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Peleg made the Ishkurship his grounds for drawing off half the 
world to Aratta as though acting in righteous indignation against 
the Mesopotamian world. 

This separatistic stance explains why Peleg’s antagonist in 
the Aratta schism is the Sun God in at least several traditions. 
Japheth’s Egyptian title Re Atum shows that the Utuship carried 
with it the theme of atum, totality or world unity. In The 
Disappearance of Telepinu the role of the Sun God is quite clear: 

The Great Sun God made a feast and invited the Thousand 
Gods. They ate but could not get enough. They drank but could 
not quench their thirst. The Storm God thought about (i. e. 
remembered) his son Telepinu: “My son Telepinu is not there. He 
became enraged and removed everything good.” The great and 
small gods began to search for Telepinu (Hoffner, 15). 

The scene is the beginning of the Aratta schism at the time when 
Utu, as Hallo indicates, established the Eanna dynasty at Uruk. 
The remainder of the myth consists of finding Peleg-Telepinu and 
purging away his evil so that he can be restored to the world. 
This purgation is equivalent to Peleg’s return to Mesopotamia 
sufficiently reconciled to play his role as Lugalannemundu. The 
Aratta schism resulted from what amounted to a temporary state 
of political delusion brought on by Peleg’s becoming Prometheus, 
one of the Hamite Titan Hamites. In effect Marduk “decapitated” 


that version of Peleg, Kingu, just as Enkidu decapitates Huwawa 
in “Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living.” Someone showed 


Peleg the error of having casting his lot with the Hamites and 
Centum Aryans of the Subartu action. Neverthless he was later 
destined to align himself with the Centum Aryan Celts in the 
Teutates alliance headed by Teutates Shem, the same Great 
Storm God who sought to restore him to the Mesopotamian 
community in earlier times. Peleg’s story is a tale of political 
conversions, either feigned or real. 

In his zeal to defend the Inanna succession, Peleg let himself 
be drawn into a totally independent conflict between Japheth and 
Ham over control of the Hamitic linguistic stock. Because he saw 
himself as a descendant of Ham, he joined the wrong side and 
came away stigmatized as the rebel Prometheus, at least in 
Hellenic tradition. His political repentance depended on realizing 
this error of confusing one cause with another. When the 
Hamites moved north at the head of the Centum Aryans, their 
goal was also to secure the Inanna succession by assuring that 
Noah could not gain a following, win back the Anship and undo 
the authority of Canaan and Sidon to shape the world. When 
Japheth realized what was happening, he formed his alliance at 
Uruk primarily as an enemy of Ham and all his works, not 
necessarily in order to advance Arphaxad’s quest to establish his 
own imperial line. Japheth evidently never contemplated 
becoming a founder of imperial power in Mesopotamia. All he 


402 


Kingship AT Its Source 

wanted was to secure the Hamites and Egypt, trusting that the 
logic of world union in the solar principle would do the rest. 
Peleg never lived down his stigma as ally of the sons of Ham if we 
see as pejorative the crocodile image applied to him as 
Karaduku-Sobek. While attempting to secure imperial power in 
Mesopotamia by the wrong means, he ran afoul of Japheth and 
the Egyptians, who gave their favor to Joktan-Meskiaggasher- 
Meshech, Japheth’s vassal and ally at Uruk. 

Peleg’s political destiny after his return to Mesopotamia is 
involved in the feudal structure of Genesis 10:22 where he 
appears as Shem’s vassal as Lud, not just as a member of the 
imperial line of Genesis 11. Because he and his brother Joktan 
appear together, the pentad of Genesis 10:22 is clearly 
associated with the Gallic tetrad of the Teutates panel where the 
brothers appear as Cernunnus and Esus. They are joined in 10:22 
by their father Eber as Elam and by the dominant leaders of the 
Akkadian world, Shelah-Lugalbanda-Marduk as Arphaxad II and 
Reu-Sargon-Nimrod as Asshur. Although 10:22 includes members 
of the Gallic tetrad, the pentad differs in important respects from 
the tetrad. Arphaxad I-Taranis fails to appear in the pentad 
where he is replaced by his heir Shelah as Arphaxad I; and 
neither Shelah not Reu appears in the Gallic tetrad. 

The feudal arrangement of 10:22 came into existence in 2188 
when the 56-year reign of the major Akkadians came to an end. 
By 2178 a schism formed of two against three; and one result 
was Peleg’s death. In the seventh year of the decade Canaan and 
his brothers met death at the hands of the former Akkadian 
emperor Narmer (Nahor). The linkage that Peleg had seen 
between the Inanna succession and the interests of the sons of 
Ham had now broken down totally since Narmer (Nahor) owed 
his own imperial status to the same succession and yet lashed out 
against the sons of Ham. Some third political motive had entered 
the picture distinct from both Japheth’s case against the sons of 
Ham and Peleg’s old solicitude for the Inanna succession. The 
same Centum Aryans who served the sons of Ham before 2308 
entered the scene once again to fight for Teutates-Shem. In 
dealing with this enigma, we have depended on _ the 
generalization that the entire body of Noahic elite turned against 
the Akkadians for operating pragmatically and _ tyrannically 
without consulting the Noahic councils as before. That 
generalization is no doubt true; but we can attempt to be more 
specific about the nature of Akkadian tyranny and the schism 
within the pentad of Genesis 10:22. 

The Song of Kumarbi (Shem) claims that Canaan-Anu 
rejoiced over the plight of Shem-Kumarbi (Shem) after the latter 
swallowed Canaan’s “manhood” and gave birth to a set of 
antagonists. I have taken the myth to mean that Shem resented 
the Inanna succession in which he was forced to accept Canaan’s 
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heirs as his own. But the myth takes on added meaning if we 
assume that the antagonists in Kumarbi (Shem)’s belly also refer 
to the pentad of 10:22, not just his heirs but his immediate 
vassals. According to this interpretation, Shelah and Nimrod 
agreed to become Shem’s formal vassals in order to confirm their 
legitimacy in Akkad but then stirred up trouble for him. Prior to 
2188 the Akkadians had held Akkad by force either with or 
without the agreement of the Hamitic linguistic stock that lived 
there. They did so without establishing a full measure of 
legitimacy in respect to Shem’s original claim to the land. When 
they attained that legitimacy in 2188, Reu, Serug and Nahor 
were free to leave Akkad in the hands of lesser emperors and 
concentrate on Egypt. By introducing the Hamitic stock to Egypt, 
they succeeded in attracting the sons of Ham to the Nile as 
though they planned to murder them there from the outset. The 
bait was Ham’s claim over the stock dating back to Noah’s curse- 
blessing. By getting rid of the sons of Ham, they could control the 
Nile as well as the Tigris-Euphrates and extend their empire over 
the entire Fertile Crescent. 

The Gallic tetrad came into existence between 2181 and 
2178 when Shem, Arphaxad I and two of Shem’s new vassals, 
Lud-Peleg and Aram-Joktan, discovered what the Akkadians had 
done. They formed this alliance with access to the Centum 
Aryans in general and to the Goidelic Celts in particular. In the 
First Kish period while Peleg was reigning at Kish, the Celts had 
shared Sippar with the Hamites. The Subartu scheme of Ham’s 
sons split the Celts into the Brythonic and Goidelic halves (Welsh 
and Gael-Gauls) by withdrawing the Brythonic ancestors to 
Subartu. The Gauls remained in Akkad until Peleg withdrew them 
to Aratta when they “went with Fergus.” By 2181, therefore, 
Peleg had gained a personal relationship to the Gauls, who had 
known the Egyptians at Sippar. When the Centum Aryan stock 
came up from the Red Sea after abandoning Oman, Peleg gained 
access to his old allies the Gauls and treated them as an elite 
guard of the force that Shem led against Shelah and Nimrod in 
Syria. 


Olympian Empire in the Aegean 

Where had Peleg been located between the time of his reign 
as Lugalannemundu before 2248 and events of the 2180s? That 
question is related to the mystery surrounding the rise of Sargon 
and to the action that Sargon took against Shem-Lugalzaggesi. It 
is at this point that the Hellenic tradition of the Olympians comes 
to the fore. Like Shem and at least ten other members of the 
Noahic elite, Peleg belonged (as Hephaestus) to the Olympian 
sect. If this group did not make its way literally to Mount 
Olympus, they certainly came together and linked their fortunes 
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to a specific stock outside Sargon’s Mesopotamia. That race was 
Peleg’s own Thraco-Phrygian branch of the Indo-Europeans— a 
branch free from punitive exile along with the Hittites as distinct 
from the Centum group that the sons of Ham had taken to 
Subartu. 

In Table 4.5 I suggest that the Olympians had already taken 
shape within the Cernunnus system in 2338 at the eleven centers 
outlined in the Cernunnus panel. Ninety years later, when the 
conflict between Sargon and Shem-Lugalzaggesi took place, the 
same eleven-point structure existed at least as the same 
geographic points in a around Mesopotamia. Shem could 
summon the same Olympians defined nearly a century earlier. A 
noteworthy perspective in Table 4.5 is that the same system of 
Olympians included Noah’s four postdiluvian daughters under 
their East Indian names. Three of these were wives of the Indian 
Trimurti— Shem’s wife Saraswati-Hera, Ashkenaz’ wife Lakshmi- 
Hestia and Riphath’s wife Parvati-Aphrodite. These women were 
included among the elite who joined Shem-Zeus under the threat 
posed by Sargon. Sumerian tradition states that Sargon openly 
humiliated Lugalzaggesi. That act was enough to trigger a 
reaction by Noahic elite who knew perfectly well that Akkad 
belonged to Shem centuries before Sargon was born. 

An Olympian exodus took place in the year 2244 when 
Sargon was in power. Given the fixed geographic points of 
Hamath (for Hera) and coastal Arvad (for Aphrodite), the formula 
that works for this exodus extends from Hamath on the upper 
Orontes to the coast and then Cyprus (Aphrodite’s “birthplace”) 
and Zeus’s Crete. The goal was to re-build the Noahic world 


symbolically by replicating the eight primary cities of Sumer on a 
series of Aegean islands [Cycladies] and locations in the 
peninsula of Peloponnesus. Treating southern Crete as equivalent 
to Enki’s Eridu, the Olympians sailed north to Delos, the 
“birthplace” of Artemis where they replicated the lunar 
cultus of Ur (*). Although Artemis-Inanna’s brother Apollo was 
also “born” at Delos, the island of Rhodes was reserved for his 
Heliadae (**). Nimrod usurped the name Helius as son of the sun 
Titan Hyperion; but this name meaning “Sun” was also applied by 
Greek tradition to Apollo. In becoming a banished Olympian, 
Inanna gave up her identity as a heaven goddess to become 
Artemis, a goddess of the moon, her father Arphaxad being the 
chief lunar god Nanna outside the Olympian system. Because 
Sargon-Nimrod eventually chose the island of Chios to establish 
his identity as Orion, this island must have been selected to 
replicate the city of Nippur, the cult center of Enlil under his 
father Cush. On the opposing coast of Aeolis, the Aeolians may 
have taken on their identity with the wind god Aeolus through 
the presence of Enlil in a pre-Hellenic tradition of Chios. 

[(*) Lunar Cult of Apollo? Latter arm of the delta of the Danube Riv 
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called SELENE- So, there were in ancient time cities and ports 
dedicated to the moon or Selene. 

(**) EDITOR: Greek tradition: The true homeland [colony] of Apollo was 
Hyperborea (Eastern Dacia) as there was a most ancient temple built to 
him there. According to Greek legend, Leto, pregnant by Jove, was 
persecuted by jealous Juno, being chased everywhere on the face of the 
earth, so much so that no country wished to receive her in order to give 
birth. Rejected everywhere, Leto at last reached, after long wanderings 
this way and that, Delos, a small unproductive island in the 
Archipelagos, and the solitary rocks of this island gave her asylum. The 
birth pains lasted for nine days and nine nights and here, on the green 
grass, under a fragrant palm tree, the Hyperborean goddess (from the 
Lower Danube) gave birth [colonial birth?] to the great god of the 
antique light (Apollodorus, Bibliotheca, I. 4.1). Since that time, the 
island of Delos became a holy ground for the new Hyperborean god. -- 
"PREHISTORIC DACIA" by Nicolae Densusianu] 


As for the isochronic dimension of the process, Shem 
planned the exodus through explicit agreement with his 
conqueror Sargon, his own fifth generation imperial heir Reu. 
Although I have treated the eleventh Noahic era which the 
Akkadians appropriated for themselves between 2218 and 2188 
as a surprise to the Noahic world at large, I doubt that it came as 
a surprise to Shem. No matter how hostile, the Noahic elite 
including Sargon-Nimrod always sought for legitimacy. That is 
why Narmer (Nahor) allowed the sons of Ham to reign for one 
year each in Egypt before murdering them. In 2244 Shem and 
Reu must have agreed on a term of 56 years of banishment. 
Because 56 is the product of eight and seven, a module of seven 
years was allowed for each replication of the primary Sumerian 
cities in the symbolic Aegean. Shem and the other Olympians 
reached and colonized Crete by the close of the first seven years 
after 2244 in 2237. One reason that Sargon conquered Ionia in 
2233 was to make certain that the banished Olympians would not 
gain a foothold on the continent east of the Aegean. 

The ethnic groups available to the Olympian alliance for 
colonial activity might have included any of the Aryan stocks 
independent of the Centum-Satem distinction such as the 
Hittites, Thraco-Phrygians or Albanian-Illyrians. Although Heth 
was appropriated into the Olympian tradition as Hades, his 
Hittites never settled farther west that Hatti except for the 
symbolic branch represented by the German Chatti-Hessians. 
The clear choice as colonists was the Thraco-Phrygian stock, 
which had been controlled by Peleg from 2338 forward. This 
stock literally surrounds the Aegean in Macedonia, Thrace and 
Phrygia. I know of no tradition directly linking Thraco-Phrygians 
to Aegean islands; but that is just the point. 

If in fact the Aegean islands and part of Greece were 
colonized by Thraco-Phrygians between 2244 and 2188, we can 
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account for their absence from the islands in later times as a 
result of Akkadian actions taken after the purge of the Javanites 
in 2181. By Hittite times, Crete and other Aegean islands were 
inhabited by Minoans, the Caphtorim of the Mizraim clan and 
Egypt. Like the Yavanas of Ionia, Peleg’s Thraco-Phrygians were 
conquered and driven out of the islands by the Upper Sea fleet of 
the Akkadian Empire. An anti-Olympian motive explains why 
Narmer (Nahor) murdered the vassals of Javan along with the 
sons of Ham. All of the Javanites descended from Sidon, the 
eldest Olympian Poseidon. By murdering them at Metelis, 
Narmer (Nahor) struck directly at the Olympian faction in order 
to destroy their hold over the Aegean and drive the Thraco- 
Phrygians of Peleg-Hephaestus to the coasts and interiors. The 
Aegean together with the Eastern Mediterranean was held to be 
a buffer zone to secure the Akkadian control over the entire 
Fertile Crescent. In 2244 the Olympian leader Shem-Zeus had 
seen it in the same light and sought to hold Sargon in check at 
that point. 

The Hittite Empire is a testimonial to Olympian enterprise 
since Sidon’s brother Heth was the second Olympian Hades. As 
for the Thraco-Phrygian stock, have scholars ever determined 
that the Yavanas named in Indo-Aryan records were originally 
Hellenic speakers? The same question applies to the 
“Pelasgians.” In pre-Hellenic times, the Aegean was an 
international crossroads involving what must have been more 
than one language. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, 
Peleg’s Thraco-Phrygians can be regarded as the people of 
Shem’s Olympian enterprise between 2244 and 2188. This 
“Olympian Empire” of the Aegean was the chronological 
counterpart to the primary Akkadian Empire of Sargon, 
Manishtushu and Naram Sin. Depending on the size of the 
Thraco-Phrygian stock, it must have been spread rather thin and, 
therefore, was too short lived in the Aegean and Greece to make 
a clear impression on historical records. On the other hand, 
Herodotus reports that in his time Thrace was the most populous 
nation on earth. That report is consistent with the premise that 
people who had once been spread throughout the Aegean had 
been forced back into Thrace to the north. Despite the absence of 
historical records of the Thraco-Phrygians in the Aegean, the 
bracket dates of their presence there are supplied by Sargon’s 
recorded overthrow of Lugalzaggesi and the implicit deaths of 
the four Javanites as four of the corpses displayed by the Narmer 
(Nahor) Palette. 

Five Aegean islands became symbolic replications of 
Sumerian cities: Crete as Eridu according to the southern 
definition supplied by that island; Delos as_ Artemis’ 
“birthplace” and therefore as marker for lunar Ur, the city 
of her father Arphaxad-Nanna; Samos as “birthplace” of Hera- 
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Anath, marker for her mother Uma’s city of Umma; Chios as 
dwelling-place of the “Mighty Hunter” Orion (Ion), one of 
the local versions of Sargon-Nimrod and therefore the marker for 
Nippur, cult city of Enlil, Nimrod’s father Cush; and Rhodes, 
island of the Heliadae, equivalent to the solar cult center 
of Sippar. 

In every case “birthplaces” mark the colonies where the 
Olympians took new identities as pictured eventually by the 
Hellenes. For example Inanna had been a heaven goddess at 
Uruk in Sumer. Now, when the process reached Delos, she 
changed character to the moon goddess Artemis in order to 
replicate the lunar tradition of her father Nanna at Ur. Nanna- 
Arphaxad never shared in the Olympian exile and therefore never 
appears as an Olympian. The remaining three Sumerian cities 
were replicated at points on the Greek mainland in the peninsula 
of Peloponnesus. Zeus’ “birthplace” was Mount Lycaeum in 
Arcadia [(**) St. Ilias Peak] — a hint that the name “Arcadia” 
is a Hellenic rendering of “Akkad,” the land surrounding 
Shem-Zeus’ personal city of Kish. Therefore Mount Lycaeum 
is the counterpart to Kish. The same logic applies to Arcadian 
Mount Cyllene where Maia-Mahadevi bore Hermes-Ham-Gurmu 
of Lagash, Mahadevi’s own city as symbolized by the mountain. 
Finally the creator of Uruk Japheth appears in the Hellenic 
tradition as the strictly non-Olympian Lacedaemon, father 
of the Lacedaemonians or Spartans at the south end of 
Peloponnesus in Laconia (*). Like Arphaxad Japheth never 
joined the Olympian sect and was never one of the exiles. He is 
replaced in the Olympian pantheon by Ares, Hellenic version of 
his old ally at Uruk, Lugalbanda-Shelah-Marduk. As Ares, Shelah 
was banished by Sargon (Nimrod) in seeming contradiction of the 
ardent worship of Shelah as Marduk by the Akkadian people. 
Ares must have imparted the cultus of the war god through some 
route of influence to the Hellenic Spartans, who became one of 
the most systematically war-like nations the world has ever 


known. 

[(*) Japheth with a Black Matriarch? > “Spartans.” Were the Ancient Spartans black? 
“The paintings from the time use black paint for the skin of the Spartans shown usually 
trampling white skinned Romans. The white Romans used the Elite class Negroes as 
their top warriors. Look at the paintings of the Spartans from the time - most are Black.” 
QUORA: https://www.quora.com/Were-ancient-Spartans-black 

See Hellenica by Xenophon. by H. G. Dakyns. I.e. at Ephesus: “So the Spartan leader 
argued; and with a view to its production he ordered the quartermasters to put up the 
prisoners who had been captured by his foraging bands for auction, stripped naked; so 
that his Hellenic soldiery, as they looked at the white skins which had never been bared to 
sun and wind, the soft limbs unused to toil through constant riding in carriages, came to 
the conclusion that war with such adversaries would differ little from a fight with 
women.” 

(**) Birth place of Zeus: According to Greek mythology, Zeus was born on Crete. Two 
caves high in the Cretan mountains contest the honour of being known as the birthplace 
of the greatest god of ancient Greece: the Dikteon Cave in south-central Crete and the 
Ideon Cave on the highest mountain in Crete, Mount Ida or Psiloritis. Lykaion has two 
peaks: Stefani to the north and St. Ilias (Ayiloc HAtac, Agios Ilfas) to the south where the 
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altar of Zeus is located. This latter peak and altar is the most likely location. ] 


Table 11.4 Replications of Sumerian Cities by the 
Olympian Exiles of 2244 
Dates City New Location Olympian / 
Sumerian / Hebrew 
2244- Eri Crete Poseid Enki- Sidon 
2237 du on Ptah 
2237- Ur Delos Artemi Inanna Uzal 
2230 s& Hobal Obal 
Apollo- 
Helius 
2230- Ur Laconia Ares Lugalb Shelah 
2223 uk anda 
2223- La Mt. Cyllene, Herme Gurmu Ham 
2216 gas Arcadia Ss 
h 
2216- Um Samos Hera Bau Hamath 
2209 ma 
2.209- Nip Chios Hepha Peleg 
2202 pur estus “feudal 
father” 
of Reu- 
Nimrod 
2202- Kis Mt. Lycaeum, Zeus Shem 
2195 h Arcadia 
2195- Sip Rhodes Apollo- Utu Obal/ 
2188 par Helius Hobal 


The chief god of Eridu, Enki-Poseidon, is also the Egyptian god 
Ptah, whose worshipers claimed for him the island of Crete. 
Artemis and Apollo are grouped together as Olympian brother 
and sister because that is what they were: Arphaxad-Nanna’s 
children Inanna and Utu, biblical Uzal and Obal. Table 11.4 
challenges our assumption that the entire body of Noahic elite 
was either in Gutium or Arabia at the time that Manishtushu 
claims to have conquered thirty-two “Arabian kings.” The 
discrepancy, if it exists, is a matter of chronological detail 
involving the time of Manishtushu’s conquest relative to the 
terminal date of 2188. Nothing has been done to determine the 
specific identities of the “Arabian kings.” 


Zud- and Anam 

These first two vassals of Mizraim have been identified as sibling 
children of Sidon-Izanagi of the Japanese tradition where they 
appear as the storm god Susanowo and sun goddess Amaterasu. 
Further identification of Zud- with Hellenic Eryx, son of Poseidon 
and Aphrodite, enables us to identify his mother as Arvad. 
Nothing is known about Anam except for her Japanese image and 
an Austroasiatic identity. Except for duplications of Noah and his 
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children Japheth, Seba and Hamath- as Lehab-, Masluh-, Pathrus- 
and Naphtuh-, the Mizraim group is the most obscure in Genesis 
10. It opens with two children of Sidon and concludes with two 
children of Mizraim himself. The clan seems to have been gotten 
together solely for the purpose of the African expedition of which 
Zud- was the apparent leader because of taking the last step 
across the Atlantic from West Africa to Mexico. 

Zud- can also be identified as Aka’s successor at Kish, 
Susuda, in the Dynasty II period; as Shushuntara of Awan in the 
Dynasty III period; and as the Iroquoian hunting god 
Sosondowah. The succession of Aka and Susuda explains why 
this son of Sidon became a vassal of Mizraim. As rulers of Kish in 
Hallo’s Dynasty II period, these two precede by two intervening 
kings Susuda’s presumed natural father Sidon as Kalbum at the 
start of the Dynasty III period also at Kish. The intervening rulers 
are Dadasig-Shem and Sidon’s father Magalgalla-Canaan. The 
continuous sequence at Kish of Ham, Mizraim, Zud-, Shem, 
Canaan and Sidon places Zud- in the inner circle of the Noahic 
elite and tends to confirm that his natural father Izanagi is a 
Japanese version of Sidon. 

A detail from Robert Graves adds further insight. In a section 
reporting that the Hellenes believed Athene to have been born 
in Libya, he states, “The Akan, a Libyan people, once flayed their 
kings.” Greek Myths I (47) We have noted that the Akans are one 
of three ethnic groups making Mizraim-Aka the dominant Noahic 
presence in West Africa. The name “Libya” was the classical term 
for Africa as a whole. Unless we assume that the Hellenes 
possessed direct knowledge of West Africans, this information 
refers to a group of Akans who lived in North African Libya in a 
strict sense. We have seen that Libya acted as a particulary 
important stage of the same African expedition of the Mizraim 
clan that reached West Africa and even Mexico by sea. The name 
“Akan” assigned by Graves to Libya from a Greek source adds 
weight to the premise of a connection between Libya and West 
Africa. 

The names Susanowo and Sosondowah call to mind Susa, the 
historic chief city of Elam as well as the palace at Elam called 
Shushan. These associations call into play the Elamite ruler 
Shushuntarana, whom Hallo places in the dynasty at Elamite 
Awan in the Dynasty III period. Awan is so near Sumer that Awan 
becomes one of the formal dynasties of the Sumerian King List as 
well as Elamite Hamazi. The central Noahic theme concerning 
Elam was as the claim land of black Kali. Assuming that 
ancestors of black Africa inhabited Elam before the Arabian exile, 
Zud-Shushuntarana gained contol over them at Awan in the 
period when the exilic process began. The same logic applies to 
his second successor at Awan, Kikku-siwe-tempti, if this ruler 
maintains his identity with black Riphath-Seba as well as father 
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of the East African Kikuyu. Seba is one of the duplicates within 
the Mizraim clan under the label “Pathrus-.” As Shushuntara, 
Zud- presumably formed the Mizraim clan and the plan for Africa 
in Kali’s land of Elam. 

An important perspective is that Elam does not show up in 
the Sumerian record until Enmebaraggesi-Ham is said in the 
King List to have “smote” their “weapon.” Elam is not 
represented in the Cernunnus system of First Kish (Dynasty I) 
because the black African protoplast was living in Kali’s Nippur 
along with the Italic branch of the Indo-Europeans as shown in 
Table 4.2. Hallo locates Enmebaraggesi’s reign in the 
“generation” immediately after the war “generation” of 
Enmerkar, meaning that the Black African protoplast has made 
its way from Nippur to Elam and turned hostile between some 
time in the First Kish period and the end of the war. It is 
conceivable that men of the African protoplast made up a 
substantial part of the army of Aratta led by the sons of Heth and 
pictured as the wild beast trapped between two Semite-Hamite 
griffins in the Medb panel. After defeat in battle this protoplast 
made its way south to Kali’s land of Elam and was either 
provoked or stirred up trouble against Ham-Enmebaraggesi at 
Kish under the influence of Nimrod as Olorun, chief god of the 
Nigerian Yoruba. 


Philist- and Caphtor 

This sibling pair is definable as personal children of Mynogan- 
Mizraim in the Brythonic Celtic tradition as Beli the Great and 
his sister Don. References to them and Mynogan appear in the 
Mabinogion. At the start of “Branwen Daughter of Llyr” Beli is 
named the father of Penarddun, the mother of Bran’s two 
brothers on his mother’s side Nissyen and Evnissyen. The name 
Mynogan is cognate with the Egyptian version of Mizraim, Min; 
the Hellenic version, Oceanus; the Japanese version 
Amanominakanushi; and the Sumerian Dynasty III version 
Mennumna. Why Mizraim’s own children appear at the end of his 
list of vassals rather than at the start like Canaan’s sons Sidon 
and Heth has yet to be determined. But this placement at the end 
of a list also applies to two sets of four females at the ends of the 
Canaanite and Joktanite lists. 

The sharp focus on Mizraim’s two children by the Brythonic 
Celts probably tells us something about the race and the two 
siblings. Table 11.1 states that Brythonic Celts distinguished 
themselves from the Goidelic division by accompanying Mizraim 
to the west end of the Subartu system formed by the sons of Ham 
beginning in 2338. It was at Marhashi (Turkish Maras) that the 
Welsh tradition began to take shape under the influence of 
Mynogan-Mizraim. The almost exclusive control by Welsh 
tradition over the personal identities of Philist-Beli and Don- 
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Caphtor suggests that this pair took the lead in forming the 
Brythonic sect of the Celtic race after 2338. Even greater 
emphasis on the family of Gomer-Llyr and Bran-Javan in Welsh 
tradition suggests that Gomer, as an Erechite hero concentrated 
on recapturing the Brythonic Celts and perhaps converted them 
politically to Japheth’s cause against Ham in the struggle over 
the Egyptians. Of particular interest in this regard is the 
proximity of Minoan Crete— the historic homeland of the 
Philistines and Caphtorim— to Japheth’s Spartan Laconia. The 
two lands appear to have been selected by the respective 
patriarchs to represent either a vigilant standoff in the ancient 
struggle or as a mode of reconciliation. 


Sidon 

Son of Canaan and Uma and father of the Inanna succession by 
begetting Shelah (Arphaxad II) by Inanna, Arphaxad I’s daughter. 
These relationships are established explicitly only in the East 
Indian tradition where Sidon appears as Kasyapa; Arphaxad I, as 
Daksha I; Inanna, as Diti; and Shelah as both Surya, a sun god, 
and Daksha II in the lunar tradition of Daksha I. Shelah’s Indian 
name Surya turns up in Sur, a version of the port of Tyre, 
complementary to the port named for Sidon on the same 
Phoenician coast of modern Lebanon. 


b. Cc. 
Enki on His Throne (b) 
(a) A supplicating goddess of lower rank, indicated by her single- 
horned miter, approaches the enthroned Enki flanked by his two- 
faced minister Isimud and his acolyte, the nude hero. (c.) Enki in the 
Apsu/Abzu. 
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The Phoenicians descended from Javan’s vassal Tarshish, 
Hellenic Phoenix, son of Agenor-Elishah, son of Poseidon-Sidon. 
Agenor’s brother Belus is a version of Shelah-Surya. There is no 
question about the close ties between Phoenicia and the genetic 
fountainhead of the Inanna succession. The same is true of the 
tradition of Ugarit farther up the coast of Syria where Sidon 
appears as the wisdom god Kothar-wa-Khasis and Shelah as Tr I], 
“Bull El.” 

All of the focus on the Mediterranean coast is an extension of 
the Sumerian tradition of Sidon’s high pantheon version Enki, 
god of coastal Eridu where he was attached to the sea throne of 
the Apsu temple. Mythological cylinder seals depict Enki either 
on his watery throne or surrounded by a stream filled with fish. 
Three views of these seals are given here. 


f 
a? IV YY. AOARKROMY REE REE 


Enki Standing holding the ZU/Anzu Bird 
Ninurta, Utu, Enki ,with Anzu and Isimud the Two-Faced 
Messenger 
Copied from https://www.crystalinks.com/sumergods.html 


One shows Enki standing but surrounded by the wave-and-fish 
emblem and holding the Zu bird from the myth of Zu where Zu 
stands for Shem and Ninurta for Nimrod as rival claimants to the 
Enlilship. Whatever the logic of this particular seal, Enki plays a 
role in this myth of Zu and Ninurta as Kothar-wa-Khasis in 
building “Bal’s Throne,” presumably Shem’s feudal pentad of 
Genesis 10:22. 


The Myth of ZU 
The all-important Myth of Zu is summarized by Kenneth 
Sublett at Piney.com, Hohenwald, Tennessee, under the heading 
of “Imdugud,” traditional name of the bird which Enki-Ea holds in 
his right hand: 
The Babylonian version of the Sumero-Akkadian Anzu - 
Doorkeeper of Ellil, born in the mountain Hehe: One day when 
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Ellil was bathing, Anzu stole the Tablets of Destiny, and fled to 
the desert. With these tablets you could rule the universe. Ea 
persuaded the mother-goddess Belet-Ili to give birth to a divine 
hero to defeat Anzu. Belet-ili produced Ninurta and sent him into 
battle. After a huge battle, Ninurta pierced Anzu’s lung with an 
arrow, and recovered the tablets. 
The “Tablets of Destiny” are equivalent to the “Enlilship” 
named in a version of the myth appearing in a complete edition of 
Pritchard’s Ancient Near Eastern Texts. The Ellil named in this 
summary is Enlil-Cush; and the name Belet-ili suggests Nimrod’s 
mother Pele-Bilike, Peleg’s twin sister. The myth summarized 
here fails to identify Ellil as Ninurta’s father; but that is the case. 

The theme of the myth is that the transfer of the Semitic 
linguistic stock to Shem through Noah’s curse was viewed as a 
“theft of the Tablets of Fate” from Enlil-Ellil. In characteristic 
fashion, the myth humiliates Shem by identifying him as Ellil’s 
“doorkeeper.” The myth complements the Song of Kumarbi 
(Shem) in which Canaan-Anu humiliates Shem’s father and close 
ally Noah-Alalu. Just as Ham’s son Canaan overthrows Noah’s 
authority as Anu, this myth of Anzu pictures Cush-Ellil and Sidon- 
Ea as conquering Shem-Anzu and recovering the “Tablets of 
Fate,” which Noah had conferred on him. The brief summary 
establishes Sidon’s role in this world revolution by affirming that 
“Ea persuaded the mother-goddess Belet-Ili to give birth to a 
divine hero,” the god Ninurta. In other words Sidon called on 
Nimrod’s mother (Peleg’s sister) to send the hero against Shem 
to recover the powers lost through Noah’s curse. In short Sidon 
deposed Shem just as his father Canaan deposed Noah. In the 
Marduk Epic Sidon-Nudimmud “slays” Noah-Apsu and takes 
Shem-Mummu captive. Sublett’s summary does not mention the 
role of Utu-Shamash as pictured in the seal. An internet source 
Encyclopedia Mythica sums up Enki’s character well: 
The Sumerian high god of water and intellect, creation, wisdom 
and medicine who could restore the dead to life. He was the 
source of all secret and magical knowledge of life and 
immortality. Enki possessed the secret of me, ‘culture, 
civilization,’ which is the genius in knowledge to lead humanity. 
The 5 Reigns of Sidon 

In the present study, Sidon appears as a ruler five times: 
Enmenunna of First Kish, Kalbum at the opening of the Dynasty 
III period, predynastic Pharoah Ka-ap late in the 23rd or early in 
the 22nd century, Pharoah Sanakte between 2164 and 2161; and 
Gudea from 2136 to 2120 but in this study from about a 
decade earlier. In the First Kish Dynasty (Dynasty I), Enmenunna 
heads a four-deep genealogy including Shelah (Salah) as 
Barsalnunna, Eber as Meszamug or Samug and Joktan as Tizkar 
(Hellenic Car). Another son of Enmenunna, Melam-Kish, is 
Barsalnunna’s predecessor and logically Shelah-Belus’ brother 
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Agenor-Elishah. Together these five rulers make up one of the 
most complete dynastic presentations of a natural family of 
Noahic elite anywhere in the Sumerian King List. 
Members of the First Kish Dynasty 

Hallo assigns an eight-generation scheme to the First Kish 
dynasty as he does to the Eanna and Dynasty III periods. He 
starts the dynasty with Etana— First Kish version of Noah— 
and follows with Balih-Shem in the “second” generation and 
Enmenunna in the third. He cuts off Enmebaraggesi-Ham 
and his son Aka from Dynasty I and opens the Dynasty II period 
with them even though the King List includes the two at the close 
of the First Kish Dynasty. Once again Hallo’s charts— in this case 
Figure 7— can be taken at face value as long as we understand 
that his “generations” consumed only fractions of an overall 
thirty-year period from 2338 to 2308. He breaks the dynasty into 
four columns in order to present contemporaneities. These 
simultaneous reigns are the essence of his reconstructions and a 
concession to inscriptional evidence. In order to record the given 
sequence of the dynasty in the Sumerian King List, he puts 
numbers of each reign in brackets. 

Some of Hallo’s names do not agree with the ones given by 
Kramer. For example Kramer’s first ruler Gaur becomes 
Hallo’s Mashkakatu. Hallo allegorizes many of the names 
interpreting Mashkakatu as “Harrow.” Kramer’s third name 
Palakinatim disappears altogether and is replaced by the next 
name in the King List, Nangishlishma. Kramer’s important 
version of Madai, Mashda son of Atab, becomes Arwium, 
meaning “Gazelle” and is explained as the son, not of Atab, but 
of Sabitum, meaning “Hind.” The name Arwium may have 
been adopted from Kramer’s Arurim son of Mashda. In effect 
Mashda has been replaced by Sabitum. Even though a hind is a 
female deer rather than a stag, the image of a stag in the 
Cernunnus panel of the First Kish order is assigned to Martu of 
the Amorites, a people derived from Seba-Riphath, perhaps the 
most important patriarch not to be placed in First Kish until now. 
The Sumerian name Sabitum could conceivably be cognate 
with Riphath’s Cushite name Seba. Instead of replacing 
Mashda, this name Sabitum could be attached to the dynasty as a 
background patermity analogous to the appearance of Ham and 
Canaan as Gurmu and Gunidu of Lagash. 

The ruler Kulassina-ib’el, meaning “He rules them all,” 
appears in the fourth generation and equates in our system with 
the overlord Peleg-Cernunnus. The name is a variant of “Gulla- 
Nidaba-annapad” listed by Kramer. Of the twenty-one names 
listed in the chart, twelve have been identified with Noahic 
elite so far. Assuming that this first of the antediluvian dynasties 
consists entirely of Noahic elite, process of elimination can be 
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brought to bear in an attempt to identify the additional nine; but 
process of elimination alone is never adequate to establish 
identities. In this case it can only proceed by considering elite 
patriarchs too prominent in Noah’s genealogy to have been 
omitted. 

Most of the First Kish Dynasty that has not yet been 
identified appears in Hallo’s first two columns and represent 
the earlier part of the dynasty as given in the King List. These 
are Hallo’s bracketed third ruler, Nangishlishma; fourth, En- 
dara-Anna; fifth, Babum; sixth, Pu-Annum; eighth, Qalumum, 
meaning “Lamb”; ninth, Zukakip, meaning “Scorpion”; eleventh, 
Ataba, the apparent counterpart to Kramer’s Mashda; and 
twelfth Arwium. In the last two columns consisting of the 
thirteenth through the twenty-first rulers, all but Ilku have 
been identified. A tabulation at this point, based on Hallo’s 
twenty-one and omitting Enmebaragaggesi and Aka, can show 
date equivalents to Hallo’s generations and add both Kramer’s 
names and the Genesis 10 identifications: 

Table 11.5 Membership of the First Kish Dynasty [cp. 
Book 387] 


Dates Hallo’s List Kramer’s List Genesis 10 
Alternative 

2338- Etana Etana Noah Dedan 

2334 

2334- Balih Balih Shem Bal 

2330 

2330- Mashkaka Gaur Mash, Madhe, 

2326 tu Gethe Agathyrsus 
r 

2330- Kalibum Kalibum Mago Kari 

2326 g 

2330- Enmenun Enmenun Sidon Ea 

2336 na na 

2326- Kullassina Gulla- Peleg Cernunnus 

2322 -ib’el Nidaba 

2326- Qalumum Galumum Togar Xiuhtecuhtl 

2322 mah i 

2326- Melam- Melam- Elisha Agenor 

2322 Kish Kish h 

2326- Barsalnun Barsalnu Shela Marduk 

2322 na nna h 

2322- Nangish- Nangishli Kitt- Khetm 

2318 lishma shma 

2322- Zuqaqip Zukakip Rodan Rosette- 

2318 - Scorpion 

2322- Samug Meszamu Tubal- Nabu 

2318 g Eber 

2318- En-dara- Palakinat Arpha Taranis 
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2314 Anna im (? xad I 

2318- Atab Atab Japhet Lugh 

2314 h 

2318- Tizkar Tizkar Meshe Joktan, Car 
2314 ch 

2314- Babum Bahina Tarshi Phoenix 
2310 sh 

2314- Ataba Mashda Madai Ahura 
2310 Mazda 
2314- Ilku Ilku Canaa Ku 

2310 n 

2310- Pu-Annum Buanum Phut Put 

2306 

2310- Arwium Arurim Sabta Ganesa 
2306 h 

2310- Ilta- Iltasadu Peleg Cernunnus 
2306 sadum m 


The table fails to show concrete paternities affirmed by Hallo 
in a genealogical outline to the right: in the first generation, 
Etana; in the second Balih; in the third, Enmenunna; in the 
fourth; Melam-Kish and Barsalnunna; in the fifth, Samug; 
and in the sixth, Tizkar. Hallo has extended the genealogy over 
these six generations by making Enmenunna a son of Balih as 
though Sidon were reckoned Shem’s “son” at this point because 
of the logic of the Inanna succession in making Sidon substitute 
for Arphaxad I. In this sense Hallo’s genealogical reconstruction 
becomes a proof text for the Inanna succession. However Hallo 
erases the name Mashda and the valuable sonship of this figure 
to Atab-Japheth. 

Six of the First Kish rulers remain unidentified to this point. 
None of these is given a genetic association; and that is the main 
reason why they are difficult to interpret. Two of them, 
Qalumum and Zukakip, bear epithet names translated by 
Hallo. It might be argued that the dynasty contains none of 
the sons of Ham before Enmebaraggesi in that he introduces 
his family and is followed by Aka-Mizraim and Magalgalla- 
Canaan; but there is nothing really conclusive in that argument 
since Cush and Phut might be considered independently 
important. Iku can be tentatively identified with Canaan on 
the basis of Canaan’s name Ku (*) as the Polynesian war god. 
Because his full brother Phut is sometimes read Put, we can 
identify this son of Ham with Pu-Annum. The epithet name 
Qalumum, “Lamb,” suggests one of the two leaping rams or goats 
of the Cernunnus panel, identified with First Kish Umma and 
Lagash. Aside from the Aryan Teutonic branch assigned to 
Lagash, the whole protoplast assigned there in Table 4.2 is the 
Amerindian. The unidentified patriarch with the strongest 
Amerindian identity at this point is clearly Mahadevi’s son 
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Togarmah, the “old god” or “Turquoise Lord” Xiuhtecuhtli in the 
Aztec pantheon. 

[ * Ku or Kuka‘ilimoku (to stand) is one of the four great gods. The other 
three are Kanaloa, Kane, and Lono. Feathered god images or ‘aumakua 
hulu manu are considered to represent Ku. Ku is worshiped under many 
names, including Ku-ka-ili-moku (also written Kuka‘ilimoku), the 
"Snatcher of Land". god of war and the husband of the moon goddess 
Hina (to fall). See Beckwith, Martha (1970). Hawaiian Mythology. 
Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press. p. 15] 

As previously suggested, Riphath is identifiable with the 
name Sabitum, which Hallo seems to import from somewhere 
outside the King List. The presence of Sidon’s Javanite son 
Elishah-Agenor in the list as Melam-Kish suggests that the 
remaining unidentified rulers are identifiable with the remaining 
three Javanites, giving the thematic emphasis of the dynasty to 
Sidon-Enmenunna, the paternal source of all the Javanites. If the 
name Bahina can be read with the opening labial unvoiced, the 
name becomes Pahina, suggestive of Poeni-Pawnee- 
Tarshish. The Hellenic counterpart Phoenix shows further 
degeneration of the labial from p to ph. Zuqaqip, “Scorpion,” 
suggests Pharoah Rosette-Scorpion of Egyptian Dynasty I, 
whom Simpson places first before Narmer (Nahor) in the 
“Zero” or predynastic phase of Dynasty I and distinguishes 
from the other “Zero” Pharaoh Aha-Menes. Both of the remaining 
Javanites, Kitt- and Rodan (Dodan)-, were predynastic 
Pharaohs along with Sidon-Ka-ap in Lower (North) Egypt. 
The only basis for further argument at this point is that the 
sequence of Javanite names in Genesis 10:4 might correspond to 
the sequence in which all four Javanites reigned as 
predynastic Pharaohs. As the last in the sequence, Rodan-Ro 
becomes a carry-over from the predynastic period to the “Zero” 
phase of Dynasty I as Rosette-Scorpion. In that case process of 
elimination identifies Nangishlishma with the Javanite Kitt- 
but without reinforcement and under the disputable hypothesis 
that Sidon necessarily brought with him his entire Javanite family 
into the First Kish dynasty of Sumer. [Javanites: = Elishah, Kitt, 
Rodan/Dodan, Tarshish. ] 


Heth 

Son of Canaan and Mahadevi. Much of what we have asserted 
about this patriarch pertains to his personal family, ancestors of 
the Hittite branch of the Indo-European linguistic stock. In the 
First Kish system of the Cernunnus panel, the Hittite branch 
joined the Semitic protoplast in Martu at the place of the Stag. 
Heth and his family then played a major role in the Uruk-Aratta 
War as leaders of the army of Aratta, described in the Marduk 
Epic as eleven “monsters” under Heth’s half-brother Peleg, like 
him a son of Mahadevi-Tiamat. This role at Aratta laid the 


418 


Kingship AT Its Source 

foundation for the northern location of Hittite Empire of the 
second millennium. The Oxford Bible Atlas shows the heart of 
that empire at three cities: Hattusa, Ankuwa and Kanish, all to 
the east of the River Halys. The empire flourished in the 16th 
century BCE, some four centuries after the death of Eber in 
1987. However Heth’s family existed in the third millennium; and 
Table 8.1 suggests that Heth’s sons led the earliest colonization 
process after the fall of Aratta, bringing a western branch as far 
west as Ancyra (Ankara) just beyond the Halys. Table 8.1 gives 
no isochronic timetable for this colonization effort but brackets it 
within the span from the Uruk-Aratta war to Heth’s accession as 
Ur-Nanshe, 2302 to 2278. 

The sons of Heth undertook this and later colonial 
expeditions, not as victors in the war but as losers paying the 
price for their defeat. Like the sons of Ham, they were 
stigmatized. Heth himself was a grandson of Ham through 
Canaan. Hellenic mythology, however, distinguishes Heth from 
the sons of Ham by identifying him as the Olympian Hades rather 
than one of the fallen Titans. That logic placed Heth and the 
Hittites in a special class just as their language differed both 
from the Centum Aryan losers and Satem Aryan winners of the 
war. Their early association with Semites in Martu probably 
counted for something because the Semites were one of the two 
“griffin” stocks who profited most from the Erechite victory. 
Heth’s family seems to have functioned like mercenaries in the 
war. Afterward they functioned as colonists as well as 
establishing a powerful presence at Lagash in the Dynasty III 
period. 

Our interpretation of Heth’s family adopts the hypothesis 
that Heth’s five sons were born to the universal yellow 
matriarch Durga (Sheba-I), making them substantially Sethite 
Asians and leading to their identities as the five Wu-Di emperors 
in Chinese tradition. That distinction explains, for example, why 
Heth fails to appear among the other sons of Mahadevi in the 
American colonization process. Heth and his sons made their way 
east rather than west in the overall design of world ethnology. An 
interesting possibility is that the Chinese-Olmec_ association 
discovered _in 1996 reflects an understanding that Chinese 
civilization owed its origin to five yellow sons of the “red” man 
Heth. Because the Hittites virtually caricature Mahadevi's “red” 


facial type, they appear to be a branch of Heth’s family either 
independent of Heth’s yellow sons or the result of a eugenic 


effort to select “red” types from among them. 

We have drawn on Chinese tradition both for the sons of 
Ham and sons of Heth as Ocean Dragon Kings and Wu-Di 
respectively. Both sects number five persons. This analogous 
treatment by the Chinese demonstrates that both families were 
deeply involved in the Aratta schism as was the Sino-Tibetan 
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linguistic protoplast. The difference between the two traditions is 
that the Dragon Hamites died in the west in Egypt and_the Wu-Di 
lived _on to colonize China and Austroasia. The Sino-Tibetan 
colonization process began in 2188, seven years before the 
violent deaths of the Hamites and was still in progress down to 
2158. It is no wonder that the Egyptians thought of the west as 
“Dwat,” land of the dead, and that the Sumerians conceived of 
the eastern land of Cedar Mountain-Dilmun as the “Land of the 
Living.” The Chinese connection with the yellow sons of Heth is 
so deep that one wonders about the name “Cathay” applied to 
China in medieval times in the light of the names “Chatti” 
and “Heth” (nn). 

The process assigned to the “Hethite” Chinese emperors in 
Table 10.4 involves lands almost entirely to the west of China and 
oriented chiefly to the Arabian Peninsula. Lacking to this point is 
an isochronic colonization process involving major rivers of the 
Far East and analogous to Ashkenaz’ colonization of Siberia. 
Such a process must have taken place in close coordination with 
Ashkenaz’s expedition. Our study cannot be logically complete 
until we arrive at an analysis of the Sino-Tibetan Far East 
analogous to the processes outlined for Siberia and North 
America. 

The five greatest rivers of the Far East within the sphere 
of Sino-Tibetan speakers are the Irrawaddy, Mekong, Hsi, 
Yangtze and Huang Ho. As a reasonably complete pentad, 
they correspond to the five sons of Heth. One intervening 
waterway, the Red River of North Vietnam creates a sizeable 
delta but lacks the length and breadth of the other five. The first 
three of the major rivers flow into well defined deltas: the Mouths 
of the Irrawaddy, Mouths of the Mekong and the mouth of the 
Hsi at Macao south of Canton and west of Hong Kong. The 
Yangtze and Huang Ho are two of the greatest rivers of Asia. 

Still another pentad turns up in the major dialects of 
the Chinese language: Mandarin, Wu, Min, Yue 
(Cantonese) and Hakka (Kejia). Mandarin is spoken by the 
dominant Han people of the north, the chief builders of Chinese 
civilization. The other four languages are all spoken in the south 
although disputes have led the Hakka to claim that they came 
from the north and were a branch of the Han. What the linguistic 
pentad suggests is that Chinese was the language which Durga 
(Sheba-I) taught the Wu-Di; whereas the rest of the Sino-Tibetans 
derived from Sethite families independent of Heth. The Han 
Chinese can be identified as the Chinese division planted by 
Huangdi-Akurgal on the northern Huang Ho, a river 
incorporating the same Chinese word for “yellow.” 

The Yellow Emperor Huangdi colonized the Yellow River with 
speakers of the Mandarin language, which seems to have taken 
its name from Huangdi’s maternal half-brother Mizraim’s 
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Amorite name Mandaru. The connection was_ probably 
established when Heth’s family shared Martu with the Amorites 
after 2338. I have no idea what etymology is traditionally given to 
the name “Mandarin.” The second Wu-Di emperor Zhuanxu 
colonized the Yangtze with the Hakka. The third then settled the 
Cantonese Yue on the Hsia before the remaining two emperors 
Yao and Shun led non-Chinese Sino-Tibetans to the Mekong and 
Irrawaddy. The process began in 2188 after the Sino-Tibetans 
under Togarmah crossed from India to Upper Asia though a pass 
of the Himalayas either with or in sequence following the Ural- 
Altaics under Ashkenaz. Table 3.1 states that the Wu-Di served 
under Ashkenaz in the Siberian-Sarmatian expedition. After that 
expedition ended in 2188 the Wu-Di returned to Sinkiang where 
they took over the Sino-Tibetan protoplast from Togarmah, who 
then returned to Syria to join forces with his two brothers in the 
cause of Teutates-Shem. The five rivers of the Sino-Tibetan world 
were colonized by the Wu-Di according to a module of six years 
each from 2188 to 2158. This Far Eastern colonization consumed 
the interval between the Siberian colonization in the tenth 
Noahic era and the North American expedition in the twelfth. 


Table 11.6 Colonization of the Far East [cp. Book 392] 


Dates Location People Emperor 
Son of Heth 
2188- River Huang Mandarin Hua Akurgal 
2182 Ho Han ngdi 
2182- River Hakka Zhua Ankura 
2176 Yangtze nxu 
2176- River Hsi Yue Diku Sirim 
2170 Cantonese 
2170- River Vietnamese Yao Kampily 
2164 Mekong Chinese a 
Upper Min, Thai 
Mekong 
2164- River Burmese Shun Baridish 
2158 Irrawaddy Chinese Wu shu 
Upper Tibetans 
Irrawaddy 


Daughters of Noah 

These females appear at the close of the Canaanite list under the 
names Sinite, Arvadite, Zemarite and Hamathite. These were 
Noah’s daughters by Durga (Sheba-I), Kali, Mahadevi and Uma 
respectively. Although East Indian tradition does not recognize 
these genetic relationships, the daughters rank high in Hinduism 
as Lakshmi, Parvati, Ganga and Saraswati. Three of them are 
wives of the Hindu high Trimurti: Lakshmi, of Vishnu-Ashkenaz of 
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the “Three Strides”; Saraswati, of the originator Brahma-Shem; 
and Parvati, of the destroyer Shiva-Seba-Riphath. Lakshmi is a 
goddess of regal beauty; and Shem’s sister wife Saraswati, of 
speech, music and culture generally. Ganga takes her name from 
the River Ganges. Parvati is often depicted with Shiva as his 
lover. Such a sculpture of the pair at the Art Institute of Chicago. 
These strong associations with the Indian tradition arose from 
the location of that protoplast at northwestern Marhashi (Turkish 
Maras) where Shem-Brahma and Saraswati are remembered by 
the Semites of Syria as Bal and his sibling wife Anath. Saraswati 
left her Canaanite name on the city of Hamath on the Upper 
Orontes in Syria. Parvati probably gained her name meaning “in 
the mountains” from the flight of her sibling husband Seba and 
herself with their father Noah to the north of the mountains in 
Colchis where the three are known to Hellenic tradition as 
Aeétes, Absyrtus and Medea. The same three appear in the 
Egyptian Ennead as Geb, Asir-Osiris-Asir and Isis. Both Medea 
and Isis have reputations as sorceresses. 

The four daughters of Noah are also well known to Hellenic 
tradition as Olympians, meaning that they joined the flight 
westward to the Aegean after Shem-Zeus fell as Lugalazaggesi to 
his East Semite heir Reu-Sargon. Parvati-Arvad is known in that 
context as the love goddess Aphrodite, taking that distinction 
from her image as Shiva’s lover. The myth of Aphrodite’s birth 
from the foam of the sea is just one of the Olympian “birth’s” 
applied to the Olympians as symbolic code for their redefinitions 
as colonists of the Aegean. Aphrodite’s “birth” is located at 
Cyprus, the first island off the Phoenician coast where the port 
of Arvad takes its name from her in her Canaanite context. 
Hera’s “birth” on the island of Samos means that her share in 
the Olympian expedition came to rest at that island off the coast 
of Ionia northwest of the Carian city of Miletus. The populace 
involved in this relatively modest colonization was Thraco- 
Phrygian as supplied by Peleg-Hephaestus of the tradition. In 
that tradition Peleg was reckoned the crippled and jealous 
husband of Aphrodite. This union may have been literally of true 
of the period of the expedition after 2244 as was the adulterous 
affair with Ares, Peleg’s grandfather Shelah in the Olympian 
context. Hera’s jealousy of Zeus is another theme of the same 
kind. 


Labors of Herakles and the Argonautic 
Tradition 
The Hellenic tradition, in one of its typical redundancies, 
identifies Shem as the hero Herakles, son of himself as Zeus. In 
the same way Ham is both the Hellenic eponym Hellen and 
Hellen’s grandfather Uranus. These confusions resulted from a 


422 


Kingship AT Its Source 

combination of natural sonships, feudal sonships and multiple 
careers according to radical shift of roles at each new Noahic 
era. The name Herakles means “strength of Hera” and refers to 
Shem’s image in some other era besides the Olympian one 
between 2244 and 2218. The labors of Herakles appear to be 
a summation of early post-diluvian history. The twelve of 
them seem intended to represent the first twelve eras from 
the Flood down to 2158. 

7% LABOR OF HERAKLES 
For example the seventh of these in Zimmerman’s secondary 
list of lesser labors is the war against the Titans equivalent 
to the Uruk-Aratta War shortly after the close of the 
seventh era early in the eighth. Assuming that Zimmerman’s 
list follows an authoritative sequence, this discrepancy suggests 
that the labors were counted from the second postdiluvian era 
rather than the first, equating the period of the seventh labor 
with the eighth era. 

6" LABOR OF HERAKLES 

Another test case is the sixth labor, the Argonautic 
expedition involving Colchis Aeétes, Absyrtus and Medea. 
According to our interpretation, this event occurred at 
some time in the seventh era of First Kish when Noah- 
Aeétes passed north to found Aratta. The Hamites followed 
him there with hostile intentions causing him to flee to Colchis 
even before the war. Our reading of the Argonautica and the 
sequence of Herakles’ labors works perfectly in this case. Details 
of the Argonautic expedition, however, cannot be taken literally 
unless we assume that Shem-Herakles, “Jason” and other heroes 
had already made their way to Greece before the Uruk-Aratta 
war. It is true that Shem, as Balih, followed Noah-Etana to the 
north after their two reigns in Kish shortly after 2338. So 
sufficient time was allowed for Shem and followers to reach 
Greece and play a role attributed to them in the Argonautica no 
matter how anachronistic the trappings of the story. Although the 
time frame is sufficient, we have no particular reason to suppose 
that Shem would go so far out of his way to reach Colchis unless 
antediluvian experience told him that Colchis could be reached 
from the Mediterranean-Aegean-Black Sea continuum. Such an 
antediluvian perspective existed or Noah would not have chosen 
Colchis for his destination beyond the mountains. 

The only scenario for taking the Argonautic voyage seriously 
is that Shem, as Balih, visited the northwestern colony of the 
East Indians in the First Kish period in order to reestablish his 
identity as Brahma, founder of the Indo-European stock. There he 
became aware of the Hamite initiative against Noah by the 
arrival of Mizraim-Mynogan with the Brythonic Celts at the 
Phoenician coast. Forming an impression of the sons of Ham as 
rebel Titans, he took on the character of aggrieved Zeus even at 
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this time and lived out the effort to win allies from the female 
Styx even as he was continuing to function as Herakles in the 
sixth labor. In other words the seventh labor of the Uruk-Aratta 
conflict began to take shape during the process of the Argonautic 
sixth. Because the only way to reach Colchis from Phoenicia by 
sea is by a seemingly roundabout voyage encircling the whole of 
modern Turkey, a literal reading of the “sixth labor” depends on 
just such a voyage, beginning not in Greece but on the 
Phoenician or Syrian coast. 

The leader of the Argonautic expedition was not Shem- 
Herakles but an obscure’ Jason, son of an even more 
obscure Aeson. The list of Argonautic heroes includes one 
identifiable name in addition to Herakles, Orpheus son of 
Apollo, the first vassal of Joktan, Almodad, brother of 
Asklepius-Sheleph. Some idea of the importance of the 
Argonautic expedition can be gained from the curious way that 
the Joktanite list places Orpheus and Asklepius ahead of their 
father Utu-Obal and grandfather Nanna-Hadoram and aunt 
Inanna-Uzal. Because Utu-Obal founded the Eanna dynasty at the 
opening of the war era and handed power on to Joktan- 
Meskiaggasher, the Argonautic expedition establishes credentials 
as a first step in the Erechite cause even before the end of the 
First Kish era. The length of the voyage implies the urgency of 
Shem’s desire to reestablish contact with Noah in Colchis 
(*). Jason-Nimrod’s motive to recover the Golden Fleece 


however, presupposes the “death” of Phrixus-Peleg as pictured, 


not as the rebel Titan Prometheus of the next era, but as the loyal 
Cernunnus, lord of the First Kish order. According to the theme 


of the myth, the Hamite action against Noah and Shem destroyed 
the First Kish order just as we would expect from the reality of 
the plot by the sons of Ham to bring Centum Aryans north to 


Subartu and Aratta. 

[(*) EDITOR: Colchis, ancient region at the eastern end of the Black Sea south 
of the Caucasus, in the western part of modern Georgia. It consisted of the 
valley of the Phasis (modern Rioni) River. 

As to the meaning of the GOLDEN FLEECE, Volkert Haas says: “The fleece as 
symbol or talisman for the kingship. Phrixus gave the fleece of the sacral ram to 
the king of Colchis. It appeared in the myth of the Golden Fleece that this fleece 
developed as a symbol of the kingship of Colchis and had the function in 
Thessalia of being a condition to gain the kingship in Thessalia.” Volkert Haas 
mentioned (1975-229) that the ownership of the fleece of the ram guaranteed 
the kingdom, like in the House of King Oenomaos. I.e. Nimrod was seeking 
justification for Kingship by getting the fleece from Noah with the help of Shem. 
https://www.academia.edu/5788789/ 

Influences_of_ Hittite myths in the Myth of the Golden Fleece] 


The myth attaches particular attention to the ship Argo used 
in the expedition because such maritime activity was either rare 
or non-existent in the latter 24th century. This ship may have 
been the forerunner of all the ships used to colonize the outer 
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world in the 23rd and 22nd. If so, the history of postdiluvian 
seamanship began at an appropriate place, the Phoenician coast 
later known for the ports of Sidon, Tyre and Arvad and distant 
voyages of the Phoenician race. The name Pelasgus, “Seafarer,” 
applied by the Hellenes to Ashkenaz may mean that this 
prodigious colonist began his career as Jason or at least Jason’s 
father Aeson of Thessaly. These names vaguely suggest the 
prefixed element that often accompanies Ashkenaz’s Persian 
name and appears separately in his Mayan Bacab name Ix. If 
Ashkenaz_ was the leader of the Argonautic expedition, he 
emerges, not just as Shem’s ally in the Battle of Teutates, but as 
a remote participant in the Erechite cause headed by his feudal 
lord Japheth. Another implication is that his destination of 
Colchis [Georgia] laid the groundwork for his selection of lands 
north of the Black Sea for_the Balto-Slavic people who knew him 
as Yarilo. His destination also meant that he was seeking out his 
father Noah, who emerges not just as Aeétes of Colchis but 
as the obscure Aeson of Thessaly. 


Sphinx Panel of the Gundestup Caldron 
The two subordinate figures are Uma’s two antediluvian sons 
Shem and Japheth. The dancing or leaping figure over her left 
shoulder is identical to one in Japheth’s panel and presumably 
represents Japheth in the same symbolic mode. The figure over 
her right shoulder either struggles with or embraces a wild beast 
and can be read as Shem’s combat with the Nemean lion as 
though that struggle defined him more clearly than any other 
event and characterized Shem as the physical hero Herakles 
from the outset of his postdiluvian career. In that sense he was a 
kind of Noahic Samson. Classical mythologists, once they 
became aware of Teutonic Thor, identified that version of 
Shem with Herakles; and the Semites of Syria conceived of 
Shem-Bal-Adad as a striving hero. 

1** LABOR OF HERAKLES 2488-2458 
According to our chronology, this first labor occurred in the 
second postdiluvian era between 2488 and 2458. Slaying the 
Nemean Lion belongs to Zimmerman’s first list of the chief 
labors: so that list may run from the first Noahic generation 
instead of the second. In this case the event occurred even 
earlier between 2518 and 2488 when Shem was already at least a 
century old. 
5th LABOR OF HERAKLES 2398-2368 

Another of the labors, cleansing the Augean Stables, also 
calls for comment. Zimmerman inconsistently lists the labor fifth 
in the primary list but refers to it as the sixth labor under the 
entry on the Augean Stables. This labor may have some bearing 
on the growing sense of overpopulation in the Noahic world. The 
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fifth Noahic era elapsed between 2398 and 2368 and the sixth 
between 2368 and 2338 when the Noahic community began to 
live separately under in the primary cities of Sumer built 
progressively in that era. In other words the labor of cleansing 
the Augean Stables can be read as the Hellenic symbolic 
record of the earliest Noahic colonizing activity. 


Herakles’ first labor— slaying the Nemean Lion— points to 
another of the Gundestrup exterior panels. This one is the 
Sphinx panel featuring the antediluvian white matriarch Uma: 


10" LABOR OF HERAKLES 

Another way to check the tradition of the Twelve Labors is to 
account for the tenth Noahic era when “Herakles” turned 
into “Zeus” by forming the Olympian exodus from Sumer. The 
tenth labor of the primary list is fetching the cattle of Geryon, 
a monster that dwelled at Gades (Cadiz) in Spain. After the 
Hellenes settled in Greece they may have misinterpreted the 
Olympian tradition of a migration westward from Sumer as an 
event occurring far to the west of Greece in Spain. We have seen 
that monsters such as Gutanu and Huwawa refer to fugitive 
ethnic groups. The Olympian migration, as we interpret it, did 


not involve Hellenes but rather alien Thraco-Phrygians, who 
could easily have been interpreted as the monster Geryon. 


Zimmerman describes the monster as having three united bodies 
or three heads [Wikipedia: “a giant with three heads and six 
arms”]. Except for the Armenians who migrated to Urartu in 
later times, the Thraco-Phrygians divided classically into 
three peoples: Macedonians, Thracians and Phygians. This 
geographic distribution may have resulted from a three-fold 
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division within of the stock. 

A further detail involves the origin of the Persians proper, 
distinct from the Medes and other Iranians. A case can be made 
that they descended from Ham but adopted Japheth’s Satem 
Aryan language out of loyalty to Japheth’s mother and Ham’s wife 
Uma. Their chief god Jemshid can be viewed as a Satem Aryan 
version of “Dumuzid”— Ham as Dumuzi the Shepherd. The 
Persians migrated to Persia from Parhasa in the general vicinity 
of Lake Urmia and, therefore, Aratta. Their close association with 
the Medes reinforces the theory of Uma’s influence since Madai 
was Japheth’s son by a daughter of Uma. This explanation 
explains the Persians as Satem Aryan Teutons, the offspring of 
Ham and Uma through Canaan and Sidon. Thus they can be 
explained as members of the Teutonic protoplast separated from 
the fugitives through submission to the Japhethite conquerors. As 
an act of submission, they learned the Satem variety of their 
Indo-European tongue. Their subsequent location on the Persian 
Gulf may have owed something to knowledge that the rest of the 
Teutonic protoplast were exiled from there to Oman and parts 
unknown. 

I suspect that the regional names Parhasa, Marhashi and 
Barakhashi (Persia in Akkadian times) all derive from Ham’s 
name Enmebaraggesi. Japheth claimed Marhashi soon after the 
Flood but under what must have been a different name. The 
name Marhashi was imposed on it when the sons of Ham formed 
their Subarian empire and Mizraim took Marhashi in the name of 
his father. Lugalannemundu then referred to it by that name in 
his inscription after 2278. 


Chapter Twelve 


Profiles of the Noahic Elite III 
Shemites: 


Feudal duplications are such that a number of Shemite 
vassals have already been discussed and will not be featured in 
the present chapter. That reservation applies to Elam, the 
patriarch Eber, discussed under his entry as Japheth’s vassal 
Tubal; Lud, Peleg, under his entry on Cush’s vassal Sabtecah; 
Aram, Joktan, as Japheth’s vassal Meshech; Hadoram, Arphaxad 
I, who will have been discussed under his own name; and Diklah, 
a duplication of Shelah, who will be discussed under the name 
Arphaxad II. Furthermore Gundestrup panels featuring Sheba I- 
Durga (Sheba-I) and Jobab-Uma have aleady been displayed 
although the two will be discussed toward the end of the chapter. 


Asshur. 
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The patriarch Nimrod appears among Shem’s vassals as Asshur, 
in the genealogy of Genesis 11 as Reu and in the Babylonian- 
Assyrian pantheon as both Ninib (equivalent to his Sumero- 
Akkadian identity as Ninurta-Ningirsu) and Asshur, a god name 
identical to his Shemite name in Genesis 10:22. As Reu he is the 
nominal son of Peleg but in reality a son of Cush by Peleg’s twin 
sister known as Bilika to the Andamese, Pele to the Polynesians 
of Hawaii and Belet-ili to the Babylonians. Historically he 
emerges in 2244 as Sargon founder of the Akkadian Empire at 
Agade in Shem’s claim land of Akkad-Agdu. Under him Agade 
became the East Semitic successor capital to Sumerian Kish in 
“Agdu land.” Before 2244 he had been politically active in a way 
that the Vedic Aryans remembered in their tradition of the god 
Varuna. That deity helps to explain the words “mighty hunter 
before the Lord” in Genesis 10:9 after it is said in the previous 
verse that he grew to become a “mighty warrior on the earth.” 
The words “mighty warrior” apply to his role as Ninurta in 
overthrowing Shem-Lugalzagesi-Anzu. The phrase “mighty 
hunter” is reinforced in 10:9 as a proverbial expression, “’Like 
Nimrod, a mighty hunter before the Lord.” The name Asshur then 
appears in 10:11 in the Hebrew text as xwi but in such parallel 
fashion that the New International Version reads the pronoun 
“he” as a reference to Nimrod. 

Imagery given to Indian Varuna suggests the meaning of 
“mighty hunter.” Stephen T. Naylor at the internet source 
Encyclopedia Mythica writes, “He was the cosmic hangman and 
his usual method of punishment was to capture the offender with 
his noose.” He adds, “In Vedic times, the worship of Varuna fell 
off and he was supplanted by Indra as king of the gods.” Varuna’s 
noose figures as the means, either literal or symbolic, by which 
Nimrod took in fugitives after the defeat of Aratta. His own 
relationship to the war is problematic. We have suggested that 
he not only came out on the side of Aratta under his nominal 
father Peleg-Kingu but also fought and lost as the dueling 
champion of Aratta where he gained his identity as Ahriman, 
eternal foe of the winner Ahura Mazda, Japheth’s son Madai. 
Some sources actually equate Varuna with Ahriman on the basis 
that Varuna changed into Ahriman when Varuna’s cult fell off as 
Naylor states. Naylor even suggests an equation of Varuna with 
Ahura Mazda. Although that equation is unacceptable, it calls 
attention to the close pairing of Nimrod with Madai as 
antagonists in 2302 and highlights the mystery of Nimrod’s 
protean political position. 

Nimrod’s high rank among the East Semites as Sargon, 
Ninib and Asshur implies that he served the Semitic cause in the 
Uruk-Aratta war and came out on the winning side. On the other 
hand, efforts to obscure his relationships both to his father Cush 
and nominal father Peleg seem calculated to erase his earlier role 
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in the Aratta faction headed by the sons of Ham, Peleg and 
Ham’s mother Tiamat. If Cush participated in the prelude to the 
war by leading Centum Aryan Italics and black Africans 
northward to Subartu, it is conceivable that Nimrod accompanied 
him. Ninurta-Ningirsu is termed the “chief warrior of Enlil,” 
making him a servant of his father Cush-Enlil. Are we to take the 
Semitic element in the Semitic-Hamitic griffin of the Medb and 
Taranis panels as converts in the field to the Erechite cause or as 
original members of the Erechite army as followers of Cush 
and/or Nimrod after their political conversions in Mesopotamia? 

Aztec tradition portrays Cush-Tezcatlipoca as a two-faced 
deceiver with a face painted red and black and a smoking mirror 
used to deceive his enemies. The red half of his face identifies 
him with the “red” cause of Tiamat-Mahadevi at Aratta. The 
solution to the mystery surrounding Cush and Nimrod may be 
that the black half of the Aztec god’s face represents the 
tradition of Kali’s Nippur and Cush’s role as Enlil, high priest of 
the version of God (Elohim) responsible for the Semitic stock. 
The inveterate pattern of European white racism and anti- 
Semitism may owe something to a Centum Aryan “ancestral 
memory” of having been deceived after following the sons of 
Ham to Subartu. That deception would have taken the form of a 
sudden conversion of the Semites of Cush-Enlil from the cause of 
Aratta to that of Uruk. 

If Cush conspired at this conversion, Peleg and his mother 
Tiamat were no doubt taken in by it. When the two left 
Mesopotamia with the matriarchal stocks and Heth’s militant 
family, they may well have expected Cush and Nimrod to bring 
the Semites in on their side by leading them by a separate route 
from Martu. Nimrod’s role in this scheme still required him to 
fight honestly for Aratta but only to determine which way the 
Semites would go. As “chief warrior of Enlil” he did exactly that. 
Instead of fighting strictly for the Aratta faction, he fought solely 
for the Semites. If he should win, they would join the Aratta 
faction, ally themselves with the matriarchal stocks, defeat the 
Hamites and Satem Aryans, vindicate the “Titan” sons of Ham 
and force the Sumerians and Hamites out of their control of 
Mesopotamia and imperial control of the world. If he should lose, 
the Semites would close hands with Hamites to form the 
“griffins” of the two panels, conquer and stigmatize the sons of 
Ham and the matriarchal stocks, force them into exile, and make 
the Fertile Crescent secure for Sumerians, Semites and Hamites. 
In that case he would find his place in the sun as an imperial heir 
of the Inanna succession. When Madai defeated him, he may 
have been obliged to beg mercy but did so on the basis that, if he 
and Peleg lived to rule another day, he would hand the Semites 
over to them and assure the Erechite victory. At that moment 
Peleg and he— the third and fourth heirs of the Inanna 
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succession— began to- establish their identities as 
Lugalannemundu of Sumer and Sargon of Akkad. 

As high priest of Enlil, Cush controlled the Semites and acted 
through Nimrod. He realized that he could decide the outcome of 
the war and the form that the world would take. Whether or not 
Nimrod won or lost the duel, Cush could still pick sides and order 
the Semites to follow his choice. To throw the victory to Aratta 
and vindicate both himself and the other three sons of Ham, he 
could order the Semites to serve Peleg and, if need be allow 
Madai to kill his son. Instead he realized that Nimrod would 
survive despite his defeat if he had the Semites to offer the 
Erechites to assure their victory. He chose to preserve the life of 
his son by giving the Hamites and Semites victory over the 
people of Aratta. In doing so, he made one of the most 
momentous decisions in world history. His decision meant that 
the Hamites would eventually become the most civilized race on 
earth through possession of the Nile. Although Egyptians later 
looked down their noses on the land of Ethiopia as “wretched 
Kush,” they owed their triumphant place in the world to a 
decision made by the Ethiopian patriarch Cush, high priest of the 
Semitic protoplast. Cush’s murder at Metelis in the Nile Delta 
was ironic in view of this crucial political service. 

Nimrod now went to work as the noose-wielding Varuna and 
one way or another rounded up fugitives just as his grandfather 
Eber, as Gilgamesh, pursued the monster Huwawa. The defeat 
and “decapitation” of Huwawa served to secure the Sumerians 
against the matriarchal stocks. Nimrod-Varuna played a similar 
role reflected in the deep veneration for Nimrod-Ningirsu at 
Lagash. Before the war Lagash had been inhabited by a 
combination of Amerindians and Teutons, a kind of primordial 
version of the United States. If the ram-headed serpent of the 
Taranis panel symbolizes either the Teutons or Amerindians or 
both in flight from “Varuna’s noose,” the Sumerians of Lagash 
had reason to be grateful to Ningirsu for handing the city over to 
them. This Lagashite veneration carried down to Gudea’s dream 
vision of Ningirsu in the mid-22nd century as recounted by 
Kramer: 


In the dream Gudea saw a man of tremendous stature with a 
divine crown on his head, the wings of a lion-headed bird, and a 
“flood wave” as the lower part of his body; lions crouched to his 
right and left. The huge man commanded Gudea to build his 
temple; but he could not grasp the meaning of his words. Day 
broke— in the dream— and a woman appeared holding a gold 
stylus and studying a clay tablet on which the starry heaven was 
depicted. Then a “hero” appeared holding a tablet of lapis lazuli 
on which he drew a plan of a house; he also placed bricks in a 
brick mold which stood before Gudea together with a carrying 
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basket. At the same time a specially bred male donkey was 
impatiently pawing the ground. (The Sumerians, 138) 


Because Gudea cannot interpret the dream, he seeks out the fish 
goddess Nanshe at Nina to interpret it for him. She identifies the 
huge man as her brother Ningirsu. The breaking of day refers to 
the Gudea’s god Ningishzida, the Sumerian pantheon version of 
Japheth. The woman holding the stylus is the goddess Nidaba, 
who is commanding Gudea to build the temple according to the 
“holy stars.” The man with the lapis lazuli tablet is Nindub, a god 
of architecture. The bricks are for the purpose of building the 
Erinnu temple; and the impatient donkey, Gudea himself eager to 
get started. 

Aside from foreshadowing the temple-restoration work done 
by Ham-Ur-Nammu later in the century, the vision underscores 
the importance attached to the god Ningirsu and offers a 
symbolic description of the seminal victors and beneficiaries in 
the Uruk-Aratta war. The wings of a lion-headed bird are a 
variation of the bird-headed lions or griffins of the two 
Gundestrup panels and mean the same thing— the amalgamation 
of winged Semites and leonine Hamites as the two protoplasts 
who won the war and then took possession of Akkad until the 
Hamites left for Egypt toward the start of the 22nd century. The 
divine crown on Ningirsu’s head is the sign of imperial power in 
the capital zone of Akkad. The two crouching lions represent the 
two Hamitic half-protoplasts destined for Upper and Upper 
(South)) Egypt and therefore treated separately from Ningirsu’s 
body, symbolic only of Mesopotamia. The “flood wave” represents 
Sumer and the maritime aspect of the Sumerian’s control of the 
Lower Sea as attributed to Ur-Nanshe of Lagash by L. A. 
Waddell. Organically, therefore, Ningirsu-Nimrod-Asshur- 
Sargon’s Mesopotamia consisted of a dominant power of 
Akkadians representing the “griffin alliance” that won the war 
and the Sumerian people in the lower body as in a north-top map. 


Gudea of Lagash 


Copied from www.specialtyinterests.net on 122807 


Gudea’s effort at temple restoration appears to be a delayed 
response to Shem-Lugalzaggesi’s desecration of Ningirsu’s 
temple the previous century. That desecration resulted in turn 
from Shem’s awareness that his land of Akkad was being taken 
away from him by his fifth heir Sargon, the human counterpart to 
the god Ninurta-Ningirsu. If we persist in identifying Gudea as a 
latter-day version of Sidon, the traumas of the intervening 
century such as the murder of his family— the four Javanites— 
have cancelled the old Olympian alliance in which Sidon became 
Poseidon as an ally to Shem-Zeus in response to Nimrod-Sargon’s 
banishment of Lugalzaggesi-Shem. The Olympian alliance has 
long since broken down; and Gudea’s construction of the Erinnu 
temple celebrates what Sargon-Nimrod accomplished in creating 
the Sumero-Akkadian world. Gudea’s piety, visualized for us in 
his statues and busts, represents the devotion expressed in the 
dream. Our frontispiece shows the priest in a posture of devotion. 
The above are closer views of the face. 


Arphaxad II 

After showing the face of Sidon in the 22nd century, we turn to 
his illustrious son Shelah, first heir of the Inanna succession. The 
son of Sidon-Kasyapa and Inanna-Diti, this patriarch gained his 
reputation as the warrior Lugalbanda as featured in one of 
Vanstiphout’s Sumerian Aratta texts, “Lugalbanda in the 
Wilderness.” We have already reviewed the part of this text in 
which Enmerkar plans a campaign against Aratta and calls on 
Lugalbanda and seven other heroes to lead it. Our discussion 
stopped short at the section headed, “Lugalbanda’s Illness and 
Recovery.” The section begins graphically: 


When they had covered half the way, marched half the way, 

An illness befell him there; an affliction of the head befell 
him. 

Like a snake dragged out by the head with a (split) reed, his 
body was jerking; 

Like a gazelle caught in a snare he was biting the dust. 

His stricken hand could not return a grip; 

His palsied feet he could no longer set down firmly. 
(Epics of Sumerian Kings, 109) 


Enmerkar and his army feel that they must return the stricken 
man to Uruk but do not know how they can. They feed the patient 
on a special diet. His malady seems mental as well as physical 
because he keeps staring at his brothers and companions. He 
cannot speak. The others decide that, if he is able to recover and 
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arise, this will be a sign that the god who is afflicting him has 
relented. If he dies, they will leave his corpse where they are and 
return it to Sumer on their return from Aratta. They then 
“abandoned Holy Lugalbanda in the mountain cave.” 

The text refers to Lugalbanda’s “older brothers,” a challenge 
to our interpretation of him as Shelah, who was born soon after 
the Flood when Sidon and Inanna were teenagers. The phrase 
evidently refers to his seven Japhethite fellow heroes on the basis 
that vassalage to Japheth, eldest of the sons of Noah, gave them 
seniority. After two and a half days, the abandoned hero lifts up 
his eyes and prays to the sun to deliver him from illness. He 
complains, “’A dog unknown to anyone is sad; a man unknown to 
anyone is dreadful.’” The original words in this case are easy to 
follow. They read, “ur nu-zu hula lu nu-zu hus-am.” The word 
“ur” means “dog” as well as a dueling champion; “nu-zu” 
“unknown to anyone”; “hula” as “sad”; and “hus-am” as 
“dreadful.” Original words like this always make an impression 
like an original artifact. The prayer continues, “’Let me not be 
poured away like water in this dismal place.’” The hero finds 
himself “here on this unknown road on the edge of the 
mountains.’” The text goes on, “The Sun accepted his tears; / He 
sent down his encouragement into the mountain cave.” 

When we consider that the Utuship can be read as the 
Sumerian priesthood of Yahweh Sabaoth and that Shelah was 
Abraham’s ancestor seven generations back, it is not useful to 
dismiss this prayer as a vagary of early paganism. Whatever else 
the text does, it “humanizes” this patriarch. Prayers to Inanna 
and to Suen (Nanna), the moon, follow. As a result, “His guardian 
angel walked behind him. / The god who had smitten him went 
away.” The hero recovers so completely that he goes running all 
day long. Even “in the moonlight he races on.” (119) He finds 
some supplies left by his brothers and companions and manages 
to light a fire. “And soon the first flame flared up over the 
wasteland like sunlight.” He traps a buffalo and two goats and 
then goes to sleep. Like his father a century and a half later, he 
dreams. Zangara, the god of dreams, “bellowed on Lugalbanda 
like a bull.” (123) The god orders the hero to kill and sacrifice the 
three animals. “The alert snakes of the highlands sniffed it.” He 
pours out libations for An, Enlil, Enki and Ninhursag (Durga 
(Sheba-I)). The four deities eat the meat that he prepares for 
them. In response, the Sun god, in an incantation that even the 
other gods do not know, “Granted to him (Lugalbanda) the great 
office of the herald of heaven/ And he added the ... jurisdiction 
over all the countries,/ And the ... of the gods.” The narrative 
ends with a rather oblique and scanty account of some war, 
evidently not to be identified with the earthly one at Aratta. The 
editor points out that an unknown number of lines are missing at 
the end. The story illustrates how the Sumerians remembered 
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Shelah as a heroic human being rather than the all-conquering 
god known to the Semitic Akkadians as Marduk. 

A factor in Shelah’s career and that of his father Sidon, son 
Eber and grandson Peleg was membership in the Sumerian 
linguistic stock. The use of the Sumerian language is 
presuppositional for Lugalbanda-Shelah and Gilgamesh-Eber in 
view of their popularity among the Sumerian people. The same 
no doubt applies to Sidon-Enki and Peleg-Lugalannemundu. If 
Peleg’s career in Sumer were confined only to his reign as “He 
Rules Them All” in First Kish, we might conclude that he spoke 
only the Thraco-Phrygian of his populace there. But his 
reappearance as Lugalannemundu and inscription concerning his 
power of the eight lands imply that he was now functioning as a 
Sumerian. Of course none of the Noahic elite were ever 
“Nativists”; but the Sumerian language possessed a special value 
for them. It was simply a variety of Noah’s Sethite Ural-Altaic 
and the most likely lingua franca for the diluvian family. Peleg- 
Lugalannemundu’s adoption of the Sumerian language after 
2278 may explain why he reverted to the earliest of postdiluvian 
tradition in claiming control over the eight lands. In other words 
he learned the tradition of the eight lands of the diluvian family 
by the same source that taught him the Sumerian language. By 
adopting this language the first three heirs of the Inanna 
succession maintained their Mesopotamian place in the sun. It 
was not until the rise of Sargon in 2244 that one of these heirs 
emerged as a non-Sumerian, Semitic speaker. Shem’s first heir 
Arphaxad I probably spoke Ural-Altaic as well as Sino-Tibetan 
taught to him by his mother. A similar combination of Sumerian 
with Sino-Tibetan was the likely pattern for the five sons of Ur- 
Nanshe and Durga (Sheba-I). 

After his reign as Lugalbanda of Dynasty I, Shelah 
reappears as the Olympian Ares in the latter 23rd century, Djoser 
of Egypt in the mid-22nd, the Amorite Belu between 2143 and 
2128, Amraphel of Shinar in the 2120s and the Sumerian 
restorer Utuhegal around 2119. But he is curiously lacking from 
the Sumerian Dynasty III period as though his reign as 
Lugalbanda in Dynasty I was sufficient to establish a Sumerian 
political identity without ruling at one of the local “dynasties” of 
the Dynasty III period. The question remains what he was doing 
over the important thirty years from 2278 to 2248. 

Long before his Amorite reign as Belu, Shelah acquired an 
important, localized Semitic identity as Tr Il at the headwaters of 
the Tigris-Euphrates in Ugaritic tradition. Hallo does not suggest 
how early Ugarit may have existed but locates a city Ullisu on 
virtually the same spot on the Syrian coast in the time of Naram 
Sin. Because Tr I] is a mythological rather than kinglist figure, we 
have not been able to pinpoint his Semitic setting except to 
associate it with the background of the Battle of Teutates near 
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Carchemish in 2178. The question concerning Tr I]-Shelah is not 
only chronological but ethnological. How did this Semitic identity 
come to the Sumerian Lugalbanda? The Semitic Akkadians 
venerated him as their hero god Marduk for deeds performed 
while he was Lugalbanda. That does not mean that he ever 
reigned at Agade; and the Agade dynasty of the Sumerian King 
List suggests that he did not. After acquiring all the power and 
glory attributed to Marduk in the Akkadian epic in reference to 
events of 2302, where did he go and what did he do? According 
to Hallo’s Figure 8 of the Dynasty II period, Lugalbanda reigned 
in the same time frame as Enmerkar, virtually during the war. So 
we are left with a period of some 56 years down to the Olympian 
exodus of 2244 in which we have had nothing to say about this 
high-ranking and deeply honored patriarch destined to build the 
first Egyptian pyramid as Djoser and restore Sumer in the post- 
Gutian period as Utuhegal. The tradition of Tr Il must be put to 
use. 

The Ugaritic mythology takes Tr-Il’s reign for granted as 
though it had existed from time immemorial. The strangely 
matching tradition of Phrygian Troy makes Tros-Ilus the son of 
Erichthonius-Yerikh-Arphaxad, son of Dardanus-Shem, as well as 
father of Assaracus, the Phrygian counterpart to Tr IIl’s son 
Athtar; but that tradition is a genealogy rather than a king list. 
The important element in these traditions is the ethnicity of 
Thraco-Phrygian Troy and Semitic Ugarit. Why was there such a 
close match between these linguistically diverse traditions? 
Shelah’s career between 2300 and 2244 must have had some 
bearing on this Semitic-Indo-European association, one rooted on 
the northeastern coast of the Aegean and the other on the 
northeastern coast of the Levantine Mediterranean. Aside from 
these matching traditions we have identified Shelah as Indo- 
Aryan Surya and the Phoenician port of Tyre-Sur as complement 
to the Phoenician port named for his father Sidon. 

The Phrygians of Troy could have acquired knowledge of the 
“Dardanus” genealogy directly from Shelah as Ares during the 
course of the Olympian expedition made up of a Thraco-Phygian 
populace. From the Taranis panel we have learned that Shelah’s 
imperial predecessor Arphaxad I— known to the West Semites as 
the moon god Yerikh and to the “Dardanus” genealogy as 
Erichthonius— played a pivotal role in the Uruk-Aratta war, not 
at Aratta, but farther west at Haran in Syrian Mesopotamia, 
virtually the same location as the headwaters of the Tigris- 
Euphrates attributed to Tr Il. The conclusion to be drawn from 
these relationships is that Shelah-Marduk, after his great victory, 
remained in the north with his father at Haran or at least in Syria 
where Semites of one of the “griffin” armies remained with him 
to give him his identity in the Ugaritic tradition. 

The Semitic city of Mari was in existence in the Dynasty III 
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period as indicated in the Sumerian King List and Hallo’s 
corresponding chart. There must have been more than one such 
Semitic city in existence by 2278 and sourced in the five armies 
of the two griffins of the Medb panel at Aratta and the three in 
the Taranis panel at Haran. As follow-up to the war in 2302, we 
should look for five Semitic cities constructed according to an 
isochronic plan like that pursued by the Noahic world community 
in 

Sumer between 2368 and 2338. Two of the cities should have 
been oriented to the eastern Tigris and three to the western 
Euphates as arising from the griffin armies in the respective 
panels. This decisive Semitic pentad given by the five griffins 
parallels the equally decisive pentad of the vassals of Shem in 
Genesis 10:2; and the five vassals are to a large extent involved 
in the origins of the five cities even though we date Sidon’s 
creation of the Shemite pentad relatively late in 2188. The two 
pentads imply a tradition either generated by the five armies or 
pre-existing them. This pentad operated after 2302 analogously 
to the diluvian ogdoad in Sumer after 2368. 

The five Semitic cities included Agade and Mari. Because 
Mari lies both on the Euphrates and well to the east of such 
Syrian cities as Ugarit and Ebla, its place in the scheme is 
equivocal. Just as the isochronic process in Sumer depended on 
seniority, a case can be made that the Semitic process worked its 
way west-to-east on the basis of seniority among the first five 
heirs of the Inanna succession, excluding only the renegade 
Peleg who was located at the head of the “Huwawa” fugitives. 
Before his Sumerian reign as Lugalannemundu, Peleg reigned as 
Peli of Elamite Awan, consistent with the assumption that he fled 
eastward from Aratta at the head of the “Huwawa” group. The 
five Semitic cities all lay west of Aratta. Iran was still inhabited 
by the matriarchal stocks destined for exile in the Arabian 
system. The victorious Semites stayed in the west as indicated by 
the right-to-left movement of the three griffins in the Taranis 
panel. 

The process began with the eldest heir of the succession, 
Shelah, at the Syrian coastal position of Ullisu, a city, mentioned 
during the reign of Naram Sin and at a location virtually identical 
to later Ugarit. It then turned to Shelah’s heir Eber at Ebla 
despite Alan Millard’s assurances that the identity of Eber with 
Ebrium is impossible. Next Ham, Peleg’s half brother, took the 
lead in founding and later reigning at Mari as Ilshu. Mari is the 
city nearest Ham’s claim land of Martu. We have identified Ilshu 
of Mari with Ham on the basis of his earliest Egyptian identity as 
Shu in the Ennead. Although Ham was not an heir of the 
succession, he could claim to be its source as the male-line great- 
grandfather of Shelah. The next city proceeding eastward and 
the first to be colonized by a “griffin” from Aratta is either 
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Nineveh or Assur, whichever came first in the prehistory of 
Assyria. Whichever city it was owed its origin to Peleg’s heir Reu- 
Asshur-Sargon-Nimrod. The process ended with Agade and the 
last of the “griffins” formally under the control of the next heir 
Serug-Manishtushu. The logical module was five years starting in 
the war year of 2302 and ending twenty-five years later in 2277 
as the Dynasty III period was ending. 


Ghost Phonemes and Casual Etymologies 

Because a tentative identification of Eber with Ebrium is 
liable to be viewed as a weak link in this process, Alan Millard’s 
response to that identification aired by media concerning Ebla 
needs to be discussed here according to our promise at the close 
of the preface. Millard’s dismissal of the Ebrium equations occurs 
in an internet article of the Biblical Archaelogy Society On Line 
Archive titled “Ebla and the Bible: What’s Left?” He replies in 
effect not much; and I would concur from my perspective. The 
Eblaite king list is too scanty and too free from genealogical 
information of the sort I require to generate knowledge of the 
Noahic community. It makes little difference whether or not 
Ebrium is Eber in the sense that so many other Genesis 10 
identities have been secured through other data. The study of 
Noahic origins is an art of arrangement of essentially all the data 
from the third millennium. If Ebrium was not Eber, then he was 
some other member of the Semitic portion of the expanding 
world community. Still, Millard’s argument should be answered 
for the sake of the principles involved. He reasons from what I 
used to call in the 1960s “ghost phonemes” together with the 
basic critical method of grounding names in casual epithets to 
eliminate the possibility of their cross-cultural, international 
value: 


Ebrium (or Ebrum) might have the same base as biblical 
Eber (‘ber), but this is unlikely; other names at Ebla have similar 
elements to Ebrium; for example da-bri and ab-ri-a-hu. These are 
explained as coming from the verb “to see” (Akkadian baru/Em); 
it is most likely that Ebrium belongs to this group of words, 
meaning “he has seen,” the subject being a god. If this is the 
case, Ebrium (and Ebrum) would have nothing at all to do with 
similar sounding biblical names. 


The argument is obviously condensed; and the character of the 
“biblical names” that cannot possibly correspond to the same 
process as the meaning “he has seen” is entirely unexplained. 
The name “Eber” first appears in Genesis 10:24 as jay with 
pointing for long e in the first syllable and for a short e in the 
second. The opening letter on the right is one of those 
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consonantal signs representing what is supposed to be a “wholly 
other” sound not found in the English language. Diverse 
phonemes of this sort are all part of the mystique which 
academics attach to linguistic expertise beyond the reach of the 
laity. In another illustration Millard names this y or ‘ayin as the 
opening letter of the Hebrew place name Gaza in order to 
discredit a match to the Eblaite name ga-sa. In the case of “Eber” 
he is more interested in etymology and meaning. First he posits a 
typical empirical swampland of meaningless diversity by assuring 
us that “other names have similar elements,” increasing the 
likelihood of a misleading coincidence like looking for a needle in 
a haystack and finding a mass of needles. Then he gets serious by 
invoking the syntactic and idiomatic meaning “he has seen”— a 
meaning supposedly remote from the one attached to Hebrew 
jay although we are never told that. The crux of his argument 
results from claiming that the Eblaite name Ebrium is based on a 
familiar verb form indicating the predicate “he has seen.” Again 
we are supposed to understand that this meaning precludes a 
match to Hebrew “Eber,” which means nothing of the kind. 

Brown, Driver and Briggs’ Hebrew Lexicon of the Old 
Testament spells out the etymology of jay by tracing it to a word 
meaning “region across or beyond” and taking Eber’s name from 
the Hebrews as a people from the “land beyond the river.” 
Obviously the “land beyond the river” is quite distinct from “he 
has seen” predicated of some god at Ebla. For our study the 
argument is insignificant. When a name is transferred from one 
culture to another, it is imitated as a sound without necessarily 
consulting its meaning. Millard’s assumption is that the name 
Ebrium originated in a casual pattern of the Eblaite language just 
as Hebrew Eber originated from a totally different pattern of 
meaning, creating only a coincidental, meaningless and 
potentially misleading resemblance of sound. The flawed 
assumption is that the names were invented out of “Nativist” and 
casual whole cloth by two different cultures operating 
independently. The argument never considers the principle that 
names can originate from “foreign” or imperial sources and then 
be rationalized in colorfully different ways by different cultures. 
The name “Eber” in Genesis 10:24 is presented as a person, a 
son of Shelah, not as the “land across the river.” As a personal 
name “Eber” is a mere sound that might just as well derive from 
the German word for a boar and undoubtedly does. 

Why does the German explanation seem entirely impossible? 
First, students of the Teutonic languages may tell us that the 
modern German word Eber is rather remote from a more ancient 
form of the word. They may be able to make a plausible case for 
the development or degeneration of the ancient form like the 
degeneration of Sanskrit asti into English is. The developmental 
history of the word is assumed to be far more significant than the 
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transmission of the name resembling Eber or )Ay or Ebrium. And 
why is that? “Nativistic” nationalism became a dominant ideal in 
Western Civilization between 1740 and 1947 and dictated values 
including the premium placed on the development of local 
cultures. The imperial ideal of a body of international aristocrats 
capable of transmitting names as venerable and obsessive sounds 
went out of fashion. Therefore it seems impossible that Eblaite 
Ebrium and Eber can be the same person. It never crosses the 
mind of scholars in this tradition that Eber may have been a 
person far more important to the people who adopted and 
tranmitted his name than was the development of local folkways. 
In their minds a person named Eber could not possibly have 
possessed an importance more compelling to the Hebrews than 
the fact that they migrated from across the river or to the 
Eblaites that some god saw something. 

Expert linguistic study is chiefly for the purpose of 
generating accurate translations of ancient texts. Aside from that 
purpose, its value for our study fades away. It is a grave mistake 
to assume that names are nothing but epithets with meanings 
confined to individual cultures. I wonder what sort of 
etymological value the Chinese attach to the name “Washington” 
when they pronounce it in a context of Chinese words and 
phrases. 

Table 12.1 Postwar Foundations of Five Semitic Cities [cp. 
Book 410] 


Dates City Founder Local 
Name 

2302-2297 Ullisu-Ugarit Shelah Tr ll 
2297-2292Ebla Eber Ebrium 
2292-2287 Mari Ham substitute for Peleg Ilshu 
2287-2282Nineveh or Assur Reu-Nimrod-Sargon Asshur 
2282-2277Agade Serug Manishtushu 


To identify the imperial founders of these cities is not the same 
thing as explaining the genetic origin of each populace. At this 
point the Semitic linguistic stock lives up to its name by drawing 
directly on Shem’s begotten sons. 


Sons of Shem 

The four vassals of Aram in Genesis 10:23 have been interpreted 
as physical sons of Shem. The basis for this explanation is a set of 
mythological names from two branches of the Centum Aryan 
stock. Shem appears among the Hellenes, not just as the 
Olympian Zeus, but as the hero Herakles, Zeus’ “son.” Among the 
Teutons Shem appears as the storm god Thor, equivalent to his 
Ugaritic value as Aliyan Bal; his Syrian value as Adad, Dada or 
Hadad; his Hittite identity as the Great Storm God; his Balto- 
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Slavic identity as Tar; and his Sumerian identity as Ishkur. The 
identities of the four vassals of Aram are to be found in a 
synthesis of the sons of Herakles and Thor: Uz as Herakles’ son 
Scythes, eponym of the Scyths; Hul as both Herakles’ son Hyllus 
and Thor’s son Hullr; Gether as Herakles’ son Agathyrsus, 
eponym of the Agathyrsians of Sarmatia; and Mash as both 
Thor’s son Madhe and Aliyan Bal’s son by his his sister-wife 
Anath, Math. 

When Shem’s heir Arphaxad I is added to his other four sons, 
the result is a pentad who fathered the five Semitic “griffins” who 
became the inhabitants of the five cities just tabulated. At some 
point Shem consolidated Noah’s transference of the Semitic 
linguistic stock from Ham to him by requiring his five sons to 
learn the Semitic language and lead the northern part of the 
Semitic world. The dispute over the Enlilship between Shem and 
Cush and Nimrod resulted in the distinct South Semitic world of 
Arabs and Ethiopians. No matter who claimed the Enlilship in 
Mesopotamia, the Semitic race extending from Akkad and 
Assyria to the coast of Syria owed its origin to Shem’s sons. 
These were a racially diverse group since Arphaxad and Gether 
were Shem’s sons by his diluvian wife Durga (Sheba-I), Uz by 
Mahadevi, Hul by Kali and Mash by Shem’s white sister-wife 
Anath-Saraswati. 

The curious Teutonic and Hellenic reproduction of names of 
Shem’s sons implies interaction between these two branches of 
the Centum Aryan stock and the Northern Semites at the time of 
the war. We have suggested that the entire mass of Semites 
arrived at Aratta under Cush in a politically undecided state 
pending Nimrod’s duel with Madai. When Nimrod was defeated, 
the Semites divided into seven groups represented by two 
elephants and two griffins of the Medb panel and three griffins of 
the Taranis panel. The two elephants represent two divisions of 
the South Semite stock, Ethiopic Semites camped to the west of 
Aratta and Arabs to the east. Their leaders chosen from the seven 
Erechite heroes were mulatto Tubal-Eber for the black African 
division and and Meshech-Joktan of the beni-Khitan for the 
Arabic division. Each of the griffins represents a division of North 
Semites in union with a division of Hamites. Their Japhethite 
leadership is outlined in Table 9.1. All that has been added at this 
point is that the North Semites were physical descendants of the 
sons of Shem and vassals of Aram. A question persists, however, 
as to what these sons of Shem were doing at the time of the war 
and its aftermath. 

The tetrad of 10:23 has perhaps been the most elusive of the 
Noahic elite to place either as rulers or as concentrated members 
of a pantheon. That is why the sons of Herakles and Thor figure 
as such a rarity. The identification of Shem’s five sons with five 
North Semitic peoples’ is_ structurally important but 
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unaccompanied by traditions identifying the five as rulers or 
gods. To the present point in the study, they are “missing in 
action” and we are not even sure of the action. The sons of 
Herakles and Thor are little more than names. 

We have placed the sons of Shem in Egyptian Dynasty V only 
on the basis of structural process of elimination. Uz has been 
located in the Semitic mythological world as Canaanite Martu 
and Assyrian Umman and in Sumerian tradition as the god Martu 
and the ruler Unzi of Akshak. But these identifications possess 
little or no thematic direction. Gether and Mash have been 
given some thematic importance as the rulers Gaur and 
Mashkakatu early in the First Kish Dynasty. To deal effectively 
with Genesis 10:23 we must reinforce the tradition of Math in 
Syria and then account for Shem’s son Hul as a contributer to 
the Semitic world. 

Mash clearly fills out the family of Shem-Bal and Anath as 
their white son Math. Another figure named Math occurs in the 
Mabinogion as a son of “Mathonwy.” We have seen that the 
Brythonic Celts established a connection with Phoenicia down 
the coast from Ugarit and its Bal-Math tradition. The Teutonic 
Madhe adds to the impression that this markedly Caucasoid 
patriarch related in some way to the Centum Aryans of Europe. 
Japheth’s claim land of Marhashi, co-extensive with at least part 
of Syria, was the goal of the Brythonic Celts in a group headed by 
Mynogan-Mizraim-Mynogan at the west end of the region seized 
by the sons of Ham prior to the war as shown in Table 11.1. 

What this reinforcement of the name “Math” in “Welsh 
Syria” implies is that the four sons of Shem paired off with the 
sons of Ham so that Shem’s son Mash either accompanied or 
superceded Mizraim in the northwest. In fact there is a rather 
obvious parity among the four sons of Japheth in 10:2, Hamite 
tetrad in 10:6 and Aramaean tetrad in 10:23. All three groups 
date from the first generation of the postdiluvian world and were 
the result of eugenic breeding of the three sons of Noah by the 
Mahadevi tetrad. This parity was no doubt consciously in the 
minds of the Noahic elite in every stage of early postdiluvian 
history down to the moment in 2181 when Narmer (Nahor) wiped 
out the tetrad of 10:6. 

Focus shifts, therefore, to what the sons of Shem were doing 
before 2308 when the sons of Ham led the Centum Aryans 
northward to Subartu. Was there a competitive land rush to 
determine who would occupy the north? Or did Shem send his 
sons northward with their respective Semitic stocks to rescue 
Noah at Aratta from what the Hamites were attempting to do? 
Eventually the Semites succeeded in driving the Centum Aryans 
out of that land as a result of the war. But that perspective still 
does not explain how the sons of Shem acted before 2308 or how 
these activities impacted their later careers. A factor in all this is 
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that both the Teutons and Hellenes treated Thor and Herakles as 
heroes. The Teutons adopted the family of Shem rather than Ham 
as their chief gods despite their physical descent from Canaan 
and Sidon. How can that be if all the Centum Aryans, notably the 
Teutons, fought against Semites descended from Shem’s sons 
during the war? 

The answer lies with the ubiquitous and mysterious figure of 
Sidon, who appears in the Teutonic pantheon as Loki. A 
Wikipedia article disputes the premise that Loki was a genuine 
Norse god by pointing out that he had no cult or following. It 
summarizes Loki’s character: 


The trickster is a complex character, a master of guile and 
deception. Loki was not so much a figure of unmitigated badness 
as a kind of celestial con man. He would often bail out the gods 
after playing tricks on them, as illustrated by the myth in which 
he shears Sif’s hair and then replaces it, or when he is 
responsible for the loss of Idunn’s apples of youth and then 
returns them again. (www.en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Loki ) [The 
Wikipedia uses a Teutonic 6 indicating that the th sound in 
Ithunn’s name is voiced or “soft.” ] 

According to the myth, Idunn, wife of Bragi god of poetry, 
kept rejuvenating the gods by feeding them apples. When she 
was led away from Asgard by Loki, the gods began to age. Such a 
myth is highly relevant to the Noahic elite with their profound 
longevities. The myth also gives some idea of the mysterious 
powers wielded by Sidon. More relevant to the political scene in 
the years prior to 2310 is the pattern of Loki’s sons. He begets 
three sons by a mistress Angrboda and two by a wife Sigyn. The 
sons of Angrboda are monsters: the sea serpent Jormagandr, the 
apocalyptic wolf Fenris destined to slay Odin in the Ragnarok and 
Hela, ruler of the dead. The sons by Sigyn are Narfi and Vali. The 
monstrous imagery of the offspring by Angrboda recalls the 
principle that monsters usually signify protoplastic groups. In 
begetting five sons divided into sets of five and two, Sidon 
accounts for the three griffin armies of the Taranis panel and the 
two of the Medb panel. 

The Loki tradition confirms what we have long realized— 
that Enki-Sidon was the chief creator of Sumerian civilization and 
an ally of Japheth and the Erechite heroes as concerned for Uruk 
as for his own city of Eridu. The Teutons naturally viewed the 
sons of Loki and Angrboda as hostile because the three griffin 
forces of the Taranis panel pursued and attacked the Teutonic 
protoplast as represented by the ram-headed serpent. Yet Loki is 
a politically ambiguous figure because of the way he becomes 
Shem’s Olympian brother Poseidon and as Ugaritic Kothar-wa- 
Khasis rallies to the cause of building a storm temple for Bal, the 
Semitic god closely related to Teutonic Thor. 
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Table 12.1 names the Shemite imperial founders of five 
cities. We can now supplement the table by labeling the 
populations of the five “griffins” who inhabited these cities. Apart 
from Hamites, each “griffin” consisted of the male descendants of 
a son of Shem. Shem’s sons supplied the populace; Sidon-Loki, 
the authority that created the five “griffins”; five of Japheth’s 
primary vassals, leaders of the “griffins” in the field; and imperial 
heirs of Shem, leaders of the five Semitic stocks once they de- 
mobilized and separated from the Hamites. These relationships 
are capped off in Table 12.2 where attention shifts from seminal 
cities to lands and ethnic groups which, in some cases, were not 
fully developed until the second and first millennia. Before 
proceeding with the table, we must deal with Ham’s mulatto son 
Hul, who has been identified only with the Colchians and with the 
Negroid Olmecs but not with any Semitic people. As father of the 
Semite portion of one of the “griffins,” Hul cannot be overlooked 
in any account of Semitic nations. 

A comparison of relevant names suggests that Hul appears in 
Sumerian tradition as Meskaladug, an early ruler of Ur, whose 
identity has been established by an inscription there rather than 
the Sumerian King List. This early association with Ur is a key to 
the identity of his descendants. Hul reappears as an Eblaite ruler 
Igrish-Halam but, more importantly, as Khaldi, the chief god of 
the Urartians in the mountains of Armenia around Lake Van. 
Khaldi’s temple was located southwest of Lake Urmia not far 
from the estimated position of Aratta. The god’s name in turn 
correlates with the Chaldaei, a people related to the Urartians 
not far from Colchis, and a totally different people, the Semitic 
Chaldeans who emerged from the desert of Martu to become the 
people of a land the Assyrians labeled Kaldu in southern 
Mesoptamia surrounding Abraham’s birthplace “Ur of the 
Chaldees.” That phrase is thought to be anachronistic because 
the Chaldeans of Nebuchadnezzar came into historical existence 
long after the third millennium when Abraham was _ born. 
Somebody understood, however, that they were descendants of 
Sumerian Meskalamdug of Ur, Shem’s son Hul. 


Table 12.2 Semites and the Sons of Shem [cp. Book 414] 


Name Alternative People 

Land 

Uz Umman Assyrians Assyria 

Hul [Khaldi] Chaldeans Kaldu (Southern 
Mesopotamia) 

Gether [Gaur] Akkadians Akkad 

Mash Math Aramaeans Aram 

Arphax Suen, Hebrews Padan-Aram, 

ad I [Taranis] [Hurrians] Khabur River 
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Japheth | [Lugh] | 
(The names in brackets do not belong to the Semitic linguistic sphere.) 


The Hebrew protoplast stood in the same relation to 
Arphaxad I that the other Semitic protoplasts stood to the 
“Aramaean” sons of Shem. After the war they followed Eber from 
the Khabur Valley center of the Taranis panel to found Ebla. 
There they remained until Naram Sin destroyed Ebla late in the 
23rd or early in the 22nd century. They then migrated back to 
the Khabur Valley and founded Haran where they hosted Terah 
and Abram later in the 22nd century. Soon after the war 
Arphaxad I returned to Sumer where he founded the First Ur 
dynasty as Mesannepadda in the Dynasty II period. Terah’s 
grandfather Serug migrated back to Akkad where he founded 
Agade and established the Akkadian protoplast. In the 22nd 
century Terah himself abandoned Arphaxad’s Ur and made his 
way back to Haran as the Abrahamic narrative states. 

Far from being unrelated to the Hebrews, the people of Ebla 
were the Hebrews from a time in the 23rd century when they had 
not yet adopted the Chanaanitic form of the Semitic language. 
Both the Hebrews and the people of Ugarit— successor to Ullisu 
on the Syrian coast— converted to the language of Canaan 
because both peoples were refugees from the Akkadian 
destruction of their cities. The Canaanites were Semites 
descended from Ham and Canaan independently from Shem. 
They became Arabian exiles at the Gulf of Aden before breaking 
away from the exilic plan and joining the Centum Aryans to 
migrate north to Phoenicia and to fight the East Semites at 
Carchemish in the Battle of Teutates in 2178. The Hebrews and 
Mash’s protoplast destined for Ugarit adopted the conversion to 
Canaanite West Semitic because they were refugees and found 
the Canaanites a people powerful enough to liberate them from 
the oppressive Akkadians. The people of Ugarit clung to the 
worship of the storm god Bal-Shem in keeping with their true 
origin from Shem’s son Mash; but they also recognized Tr-Il- 
Shelah, first heir of Canaan’s Inanna succession. In effect the 
Ugaritic and Hebrew languages were a testimony to the authority 
of the Inanna succession centering in “Bull El.” 

As for the descendants of Shem’s mulatto son Hul, he 
fathered a variety of non-Semitic tribes to the north of Syria as 
well as the Semitic Chaldeans. Because Sumerian was virtually 
the lingua franca of the Ark, Hul’s name Meskalamdug came 
first; and it might be useful to spell other names that sprang as 
cognates from that name in different tribes and lands. The 
opening element “Mes” appears in the names of other Sumerian 
rulers such as Meskiaggasher, Mesannepadda and Mesgande and 
is analogous to the prefixes “Yarla” and “Ash” appearing at the 
beginning of Ashkenaz’ names. Hul’s Sumerian root name was 
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Kalamdug from which the others names were extracted as 
follows: [see Book 416-417] 


Mes kalamdug Sumerian ruler of Ur 
Igrish-Halam Semitic ruler of Ebla 

Xal_ di Chief god of the Urartians 

Kal du land of the Semitic Chaldeans 

Ol mec Negroid descendants of Hul 

Hul Hebrew rendering of Shem’s son 
Xal_ daei tribe of Urartu 

Kol yos land of the Colchians 

Gelonos son of Herakles-Shem 

Galindae tribe of western Sarmatia 


The non-Semitic names form a trail northward from the temple of 
Khaldi southwest of Lake Urmia (approximate location of Aratta) 
into Sarmatia where they complement the Agathyrsians of 
Gether. In Chapter Seven we have described the presence of 
“Aramaean” and Joktanite tribe names in Ptolemy’s chart of 
Sarmatia. At the present point we can describe how these tribes 
came to Sarmatia in contrast to the Chaldeans and South Semitic 
Arabs of Joktan and Ptolemy’s complementary chart of Arabia. If 
we can explain why some of these tribes spoke Semitic and 
others not, we can account for their migrations north and south. 

The non-Semitic tribes of Hul can be explained in various 
ways. One arises from hypothesis that Noah responded to his 
humiliation in 2359 by breaking away in the First Kish period and 
founding Aratta before taking refuge in Colchos under pressure 
by his enemies, the sons of Ham. If the identification of the 
Colchians with Hul is correct, they followed Noah to both 
locations before the war. Aware of his location after the war, 
other non-Semitic-speaking descendants of Shem’s sons followed 
him north into Urartu and toward Colchos. The question remains, 
however, why some members of Hul’s family failed to make the 
conversion to the Semitic tongue either from Noah’s Sumerian or 
Shem’s Indo-European. How do we find descendants of Hul in the 
north rather than with the Chaldeans in the south? 

Shem instructed his sons to learn Semitic in order to make 
good on Noah’s transfer of the Enlilship to him. Some member’s 
of his sons’ families may have balked at such a change and 
remained as they were. Their refusal would have followed from 
sympathy for Noah after 2359. They pictured Semitic as the 
language of Cush of Nippur and of Noah’s worst enemy Canaan. 
Shem felt as they did but still preferred that his sons become 
Semites in order to confirm his claim to the Enlilship. That claim 
was not abandoned until “Ninurta conquered Anzu” when Sargon 
conquered and banished Shem-Lugalzagesi in 2244. Before that 
time conflict over the merit of the Semitic language and its 
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theocratic value resulted in a schism within Shem’s own family. 


The Satem Aryan Expedition 

This explanation may suffice for the Urartians, Chaldeai and 
Colchians south of Sarmatia; but a question remains concerning 
the scope of this early schism in regard to the Galindae, 
Agathyrsi and other tribes of Sarmatia. We retain the view that 
Ashkenaz completed the colonization of Sarmatia in the 22nd 
century; but that does not necessarily mean that his Siberian- 
Sarmatian expedition accounts for the Galindae and Agathyrsi. If 
these tribes or a portion of them owed their origin to schism, we 
face the problem of whether to include the Sarmatian Joktanite 
tribes among them. These tribe names are adopted from Ptolemy, 
whose atlas dates from the early Christian era; so there is no way 
to determine the relative antiquities of his tribes without 
independent information. No matter what the languages spoken 
by these Sarmatian tribes, the facts suggest that they were the 
result of an expedition dominated by Satem Aryans, in fact, 
representatives of five different Satem Aryan stocks. 

The Hellenic tradition of the sons of Herakles is divided into 
two parts, attributing sons to two different mothers. Hyllus 
appears purely as a Hellene without reference to Scythia; but the 
sons Agathyrsus, Scythes and Gelonus are treated separately as 
Sarmatian figures. I take “Gelonus” to be a typical Hellenic 
duplication of Hyllus in the Sarmatian context. The quasi-Iranian 
Scythians correspond to Scythes, the Galindae of Hul to Gelonus 
and the Massogetae to Mash or both Mash and Gether. In 
Ptolemy’s Chart IX of Sarmatia, the Galindae, Agathyrsi and 
Scythae form three parts of an ordinal arrangement with the 
Scythae in the center, Galindae at the same latitude in the west 
and the Agathyri at the same longitude in the _ north. 
Unfortunately Ptolemy’s geography is so distorted that these 
proportions cannot be accepted as they are. The Galindae are 
located east of the Vistula and enclosed within the “Venedici 
Montes” named for the Venedae or Slavic Wends, who are shown 
stretched along the Baltic coast from the present position of 
Gdansk, Poland, toward the Baltic states. No such mountain 
range runs parallel to the Baltic coast— only some uplands in 
western Belorus. Ptolemy places the Scythae clearly to the west 
of the extreme Lower Don; but the Sea of Azov is grossly inflated 
in size. 

Assuming that Ptolemy’s' suggestion of an_ ordinal 
arrangement reflects some tradition existing independently of his 
distorted geography, both a hypothetical set of five points and 
specific assignments to the five sons of Shem can be worked out. 
The theme of this arrangement is that each of Shem’s sons 
fathered Satem Aryan stocks as the sons of Brahma before 
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transferring them to his brother Japheth’s control as a result of 
Noah’s curse-blessing. The five stocks are the Aryan mirror 
image of the five Semitic stocks outlined in Table 12.2. The sons 
of Shem were immediately available to lead the expedition after 
they completed their roles in the preceding expedition outlined in 
Table 8.1 and ending at the start of the ninth postdiluvian era in 
2278. Table 8.1 incorporates Colchians and Scythians under Hul 
and Uz as leaders of the exterior branches of an expedition led by 
the sons of Heth. Only the center and one exterior point are 
required to extrapolate an ordinal system. In our case the center 
was at the point of Ptolemy’s Scythae near the Don and the 
southern point of departure at Arphaxad’s Khabur River point of 
Haran. These define a vertical axis at about 39E and horizontal 
latitude of 48N. The interval in latitude from Haran to old Azov at 
the mouth of the Don is about eleven degrees from 37N to 48N. 
An extrapolation of another eleven degrees lies at 39E 59N at 
the Rybinsk Reservoir on the Upper Volga north of Moscow. For 
a western point we take the apparent position of the Galindae 
east of the Vistula at about 22E and plot the point much farther 
south at about the extreme eastern end of Hungary at 48N. An 
extrapolation of Ptolemy’s longitude marks determines an 
eastern point 59E 48N ata point north of the Aral Sea and 
south of the Mugodzary uplands. 

These western, eastern and northern points of an abstract 
scheme deviate widely from the historic location of relevant 
tribes with the Galindae well to the north of 48N, the Agathyrsi 
to the west of 39E and the Massogetae south of 48N. We can 
allow for later migrations and still use the points as rough guide 
to the expedition of the third millennium. This expedition worked 
from the Hurrians on the Khabur River, to Scythians at the Don 
to Agathyrsi on the Upper Volga and to the Galindae and 
Massogetae to the points west and east. The sons of Shem at 
these five points were Arphaxad I, Uz, Gether, Hul and Mash 
respectively. In designing the process Shem’s sons would have 
known from him about the antediluvian homeland of the 
ancestral Indo-Europeans estimated at Kurgan at 55.26N 
65.18E, northeast of our estimated eastern point of the scheme. 
As Shem’s white son by his sister wife Anath, Mash would have 
been interested in this Caucasoid homeland in the north. The 
name Massogetae looks like a compound of white Mash with 
yellow Gether as though the tribe were formed by a union of the 
two families before migrating south to the recorded position 
north of Iran where the tribe fought against the Medes and killed 
biblical Cyrus. 

The expedition of Table 8.1 ended in 2278 when the sons of 
Heth left its scenes to converge on Lagash to establish the Ur- 
Nanshe dynasty. This table does not supply an_ isochronic 
schedule under the assumption that its leaders dispersed 
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simultaneously from Aratta. The process presumably left Hul in 
Colchos, Uz in Scythia, Gether in Gedrosia and Mash in northern 
Arabia. These sons of Shem, however, were familiar with both 
Aratta and Arphaxad’s camp on the Khabur River. The Sarmatian 
expedition requires that the four brothers rendezvoused with 
Arphaxad at the start of the ninth era in 2278. They treated 
Haran as a focal location as the sons of Heth treated Lagash. 
Starting at Haran as the southern point, the expedition depended 
on Uz’s knowlwdge of Scythia to follow him to the center near 
Azov as first step in the expedition. Departing soon after 2278 
they logically filled out the 28-year solar-lunar era with a module 
of seven years for each of the points in Sarmatia. 

The mouths of the Don, Volga and Ural all form a 
comparatively compact sequence west to east. The extreme 
Upper Volga lies about 500 miles northeast of the easternmost 
point of the Vistula. A logically continuous expedition, therefore, 
proceeded from the Don to the Volga to the Ural and then 
returned to the Volga and tracked it to its source to settle the 
Agathyrsi before completing the process with the Galindae 
somewhere east of the Vistula. 

Both the traditions of Sarmatia and the history of Shem’s 
family suggest that the colonial peoples of this expedition were a 
plenitude of Satem Aryans analogous to the Semites south of 
Sarmatia. Modern Russia and the Arab world today are a 
reflection of this third millennium perspective. Prophetically 
these are the “Kingdom of the North” and “Kingdom of the 
South” as against the Chinese “Kingdom of the East” and Centum 
Aryan “Kingdom of the West.” The Scythians shown by Ptolemy 
near the Sea of Azov spoke a language akin to Iranian but 
presumably different enough to give them a separate place in the 
pentad. The Khabur River region was eventually inhabited by 
Hurrians, the Indo-European counterparts to Semitic Hebrews 
and appearing as “Horites” in the Old Testament. In the second 
millennium the Hurrians formed the Kingdom of Mitanni under 
the Indo-Aryan rulers suggesting that Indo-Aryans were 
represented there at the time of the Sarmatian expedition. The 
geographic positions of the exterior points in the north all 
suggest different branches of the Satem Aryan stock. 

Similarity of names between Shem’s white son Mash and 
Japheth’s son Mashda-Madai suggests that both Caucasoid 
patriarchs had the same mother, their sister Hamath-Anath- 
Saraswati, Noah’s daughter by Uma. The historic interplay 
between the Medes of Madai and Massogetes of Mash carries the 
same implication. The Satem Aryan branch relevant to Mash’s 
eastern point was the Iranian. The Baltic position of the 
Agathyrsi associates them with the Baltic part of the Balto-Slavic 
stock; and the position of the Galindae in Poland implies the 
same for the Slavic division. Even if the Balto-Slavs were 
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supplemented along with Finno-Ugrians by Ashkenaz’ Siberian- 
Sarmatian expedition by 2188, the first members of the stock 
entered the north under Shem’s sons nearly a century earlier. 
Table 3.1 places the Slavs under Ashkenaz at the Dnieper in 
Ukraine. These were destined to become East Slavs or Russians; 
so the distinction between Poles and Russsians can be attributed 
to two different expeditions, one arriving at the Vistula in 2250 
and the other at the Dnieper by 2188. 

Another coincidence of names comes to focus in Padan-Aram, 
the land surrounding the Khabur River. Twice we have placed 
Arphaxad I there, first as god of the Taranis panel in the time of 
the Uruk-Aratta War and now as ruler at the southern base of a 
Satem Aryan expedition led the brothers of Genesis 10:23. The 
kingdom of Mitanni that later emerged there was ruled by Indo- 
Aryans. The name “Mitanni” calls to mind Arphaxad I’s first name 
as a Sumerian ruler: Mesannepadda, founder of the First Ur 
Dynasty at his cult center of the moon. Because dentals and 
sibilants are sometimes interchangeable— as in “Xuthus” and 
“Cush”— the name “Mitanni” may reflect the name 
“Mesannepadda.” This kingdom was the successor to Arphaxad’s 
Khabur River base. Waddell’s Aryan kinglist can be checked for a 
counterpart to Arphaxad I-Nanna-Daksha I in the lunar line. 

Table 12.3 is as follows: 


Table 12.3. Sarmation Expedition of the Sons of Shem [cp. 
Book 420] 


Date Son of Shem Alternative Location 
People 
22 Arphax Daksha I Khabur Indo-Aryans, 
78 ad I River Kingdom of 
Mitanni 
22 Uz Scythes Don Scythians, 
71 River, Scythae 
Sea of 
AZOvV 
22 Gether Agathyrsus Upper Balts, Agathyrsi 
64 Volga, 
Baltic 
Region 
22 Mash Madhe Ural River Iranians, 
57 Massogetae 
22 Hul Gelonus, Vistula West Slavs, 
50 Hyllus River Galindae 
Arphaxad I 


Son of Shem and Durga (Sheba-I) born two years after the Flood. 
This patriach’s chief mythological role is as the definitive moon 
god of the Sumerian and Semitic worlds as Nanna of Ur, 
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Akkadian and Assyrian Suen and Yerikh of the Canaanites. The 
lunar Nannaship correlates with the divine name El Shaddai, 
Abraham’s God, confirming the belief that the Hebrews became 
Arphaxad’s Semitic people at the Khabur River in Padan-Aram 
between the two rivers of Mesopotamia. In fact the city of Haran 
on the Khabur became the northern cult center of the moon god 
analogous to Ur in Sumer. In moving from Ur to Haran, 
Abraham ’s father Terah displayed his devotion to the moon god, 
setting the background for Abraham’s definitive and crucial 
dealings with El Shaddai. How genuine Arphaxad’s relationship 
to El Shaddai may have been lies beyond the scope of this study 
and bears on the whole issue of the correspondence between the 
divine names of God in Genesis and the Sumero-Akkadian high 
pantheon based as it was on a series of cults derived from the 
antediluvian survivors and their ancestors. Since Noah found 
grace with God, his religious heritage at least did not destroy his 
relationship to God; and there is no point in making him over into 
a fully formed monotheistic Israelite since he was nothing of the 
kind. A primary theocratic relationship existed in Noah’s family. 
What happened to it in the centuries following the Flood is a 
theological problem. 


Arphaxad I and the _ Tradition of the 


Gundestrup Caldron 

I have portrayed Arphaxad as a frustrated patriarch angered 
by the decision of his Sino-Tibetan family to join the Aratta 
schism, thus undermining his desire to cancel the Inanna 
succession and set up his heirs Utu-Obal-Apollo and Sheleph- 
Asklepius as imperial heirs rather than those below him in 
Genesis 11. The Sino-Tibetans sided with Arphaxad’s mother 
Durga (Sheba-I), who felt a greater loyalty to the sisterhood of 
the Mahadevi tetrad than to him. Although antediluvian 
ancestors of the Sino-Tibetans lived in China, Durga (Sheba-I)’s 
decision changed the map of Mesopotamia. If the Sino-Tibetans 
had joined the Erechite alliance, Haran on the Khabur River 
might have become the capital of imperial China; or the Chinese 
might have made Ur their capital, confining the Sumerians to 
Akkad and forcing the Semites to content themselves with Syria 
and Assyria. 

Born two years after the Flood, Arphaxad established a 
normative relationship with a variety of different peoples. The 
Chinese identify him as their Jade Emperor— in effect their 
patriarch. Through his descendants in the imperial line of the 
Inanna succession, he fathered the Hebrews, who inhabited his 
land of Padan-Aram for a time before Abram left for Palestine. 
The Indo-European Gauls adopted Arphaxad as their god Taranis, 
a member of the elite Gallic tetrad in which he teams with his 
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father Shem and two members of the Inanna succession, Peleg 
and Joktan. On the other hand Arphaxad never became a member 
of the Olympian group and did not participate in Shem’s exodus 
from Mesopotamia in 2244. The Hellenes knew no moon god 
such as Nanna and transferred the Nannaship to Arphaxad’s 
daughter Inanna as Artemis, sister of Obal-Utu-Apollo. By 
explaining why Arphaxad failed to become an Olympian in the 
23rd century and yet joined Shem’s Gallic tetrad, we can clarify 
both his career profile and European origins. 

Instead of appearing in Hellenic tradition, Arphaxad became 
the Italic Saturnus, mistakenly identified by the Romans with 
Hellenic Cronus-Canaan. This Italic association holds a key both 
to his absence from the Olympian tradition and his high rank 
among the Goidelic Celts of Gaul. The Romans and Gauls formed 
a western continuum symbolized by the Roman-Gallic province of 
Provence in southwestern France. Gauls invaded Italy as well as 
Bohemia and Galatia in the late centuries BCE. In addition, Gauls 
crafted the Gundestrup Caldron, one of the world’s most 
important Noahic documents despite the absence of a written 
text. As we have seen Taranis appears three times in the 
Gundestrup Caldron, twice as the bearded figures in the Taranis 
and Trinity panels and once in a more abstract way as one of the 
riders in the Teutates panel without any attempt to represent his 
personal appearance. This thorough presence in the artifact 
confirms the premise that the tradition underlying its pictorial 
analysis of postdiluvian history owed more to the Gallic-Italic 
Arphaxad than to any other Noahic patriarch. Although Peleg- 
Cernunnus was the proper patriarch of Gaul, he was dead by the 
time it was colonized; and Arphaxad was in the best position of 
all the patriarchs to recall the persons and events recorded in the 
document. 

The Battle of Teutates in 2178 was the terminus a quo for 
the formation of this pictorial tradition. The Caldron refers to no 
events in the heartland later than that date, a decade before 
Noah died. The tradition derives from Arphaxad’s selective 
memory after he left the scene of the battle in Syria and made his 
way to the Upper Danube as head both of the Italics and 
“orphan” Goidelic Celts. In studying the Gundestrup Caldron, 
therefore, we can gain an impression of how this patriarch born 
in 2516 chose to remember the events of his lifetime after he 
reached the age of 338. Naturally he begins by celebrating his 
parents and the rest of the diluvian family in the series of 
thematic portraits in the exterior panels. These originally 
included a panel for Kali but that panel is missing and has left a 
gap among them. Among the exterior panels, Arphaxad includes 
himself together with his Hamite half-brother Mizraim in Durga 
(Sheba-I)’s Trinity panel. 

The craftsmen who received the tradition gave exactly the 
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same bearded image to the principal subject of the Taranis panel, 
clearly linking the two panels in singling out Arphaxad’s role in 
the Uruk-Aratta War when he was camped on the Khabur River. 
He appears more abstractly as the rider with the submerged 
wheel motif in the Teutates panel. Another interior panel depicts 
his daughter Inanna-Ishtar as the equivalent of Celtic war 
goddess Medb (“Queen Mab”) at her location Aratta at the height 
of the war when two of the Semitic-Hamitic “griffins” and two 
South Semitic “elephants” were closing in on Aratta to conquer 
the community there. Arphaxad’s memory features the war in 
these two graphically detailed panels because of the high 
instrinsic importance of the war but also because he and his 
daughter were the chief antagonists— he in his attempt to 
overthrow the Inanna succession and she in her effort to 
preserve it. He won the battles; but she won the contest in the 
sense that the heirs of the Inanna succession appear as they do 
in Genesis 11. 

The craftsman gives equal weight to the crucial Cernunnus 
panel, recording the division of nations in 2338 immediately after 
the Tower of Babel event. Because the craftsman makes no 
attempt to represent the Tower of Babel, we can see that 
Arphaxad was more interested in the First Kish order because he 
knew that the principle of kingship was revived then and that 
subsequent events led to the war. The First Kish epoch is the 
most probable setting of the dialogue between El Elyon— the 
true “Anu”— and the human gods in Psalm 82:6: 


I said, “You are gods; 
you are all sons of the Most High.” 
But you will die like mere men; 
you will fall like every other ruler. 
(New International Version) 


As the Sumerian King List states, kingship descended from 
heaven at the First Kish epoch; and the name of God governing 
such sovereignty was An-El Elyon, the “Most High.” At the 
instant that kingship is reestablished, God warns the Noahic gods 
not to presume to think that they are immortal because of their 
privileged position in world history. Arphaxad’s troubles with his 
daughter and the division of mankind that ensued demonstrated 
that mortality comes in many forms. As for kingship, no matter 
what the Akkadian etymology of Peleg-Cernunnus’ name “Kingu,” 
I cannot avoid the implication that German Konig, Danish kong 
and English king derive from this source in the primary ruler of 
the Cernunnus panel, “He Who Rules Them All” at Kish. 

The last of the horizontal, interior panels shows three 
identical figures holding swords in the same posture defending 
three oxen from dogs below and panthers above. The events 
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celebrated here must have been important to Arphaxad. The 
image of an ox offers an alternative to the bull image feature of 
Nanna’s lunar cultus of Ur. That tauric image is exhibited by the 
imperial devotee of Nanna-Suen, Naram Sin, who wears bull- 
horned helmets both in the stele depicting his victory over the 
Lullubians and another, simpler stele at the Boston Museum of 
Fine Arts. Naram’s Sin’ name in Genesis 11, Nahor, means in 
Hebrew to snort like a bull or horse. 

The triplication of the same groupings of oxen, predators and 
defenders indicates a serial process in allegorical form. A 
problem is whether the choice of oxen rather than bulls signifies 
a change in premise or is simply a variation of three bulls in 
representing the Akkadian Empire in Arphaxad’s three heirs Reu, 
Serug and Nahor. The simplest explanation of the panel is that it 
symbolizes efforts to defend the empire in a period when 
Arphaxad was sympathetic to it. Such sympathy is implicit in 
Arphaxad’s failure to become one of the Olympians in 2244. 
When Sargon-Reu rose to power, he must have regarded 
Arphaxad as part of his own imperial mandate and no longer an 
enemy of the Inanna succession. The Hebrew stock arose in 
Padan-Aram by embracing the Semitic tongue and sharing in the 
histories the Akkadian emperors. Sargon would probably have 
shared the same recognition with Shem if it were not for Shem’s 
deliberate rejection of Reu’s claims by desecrating the cultus of 
Ningirsu at Lagash. Shem turned separatistic in a way that did 
not apply to Arphaxad at first. Shem saw something in Reu- 
Sargon that brought back his old contempt for the family of Ham 
even if it was nothing more than Reu-Nimrod’s derivation from 
Cush. 

The triplicate design of the panel of Three Oxen may refer 
only to the reigns of the three primary emperors under the 
assumption that the empire had to fight enemies throughout its 
history. More likely the predators represent three sets of 
enemies. The positions of the panthers above and dogs below 
suggest the perennial conflicts with Iranian tribes to the east and 
Amorites to the west. Hallo summarizes the conflicts facing the 
three emperors. His map in Figure 11 emphasizes four enemies 
in the time of Naram Sin: Amorites in a drive northward toward 
the Upper Euphrates, Elamites perennially from the southeast, 
Lullubians from the direction of Gutium toward the Tigris and 
Gutians with a question mark from the north toward the Khabur 
River. In the narrative summary Sargon took action against the 
Amorites in his eleventh year around 2233, the same year we 
suggest that he spread his energies as far off as Ionia. Another 
campaign, to the northeast, penetrated Assyria. In the southeast 
he subdued Elam and Barakhashi. The conquests establish the 
status quo shown in Figure 11. 

It would help if we could establish the linguistic 
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classifications of the Elamites and Gutians and the general 
identity of the Lullubians. An obvious source of enmity toward 
the empire would come from Aratta fugitives before they were 
fully subjugated and sent into exile. Our chronology suggests, 
however, that the Arabian process went into action as early as 
2278. In Chapter Two we suggest that the heart of the exilic 
process— the three fallen protoplasts bound for Hadramaut— 
were dispatched to that land in the same period that Sargon 
came to power down to his sixteenth year in 2228. Black Africans 
entered the process during the fifteen years of Manishtushu over 
the next decade and Ameridians over the first decade of Naram 
Sin. 

Sargon-Nimrod’s task as Varuna was to capture and punish 
fugitives; so we can take that to be one of the chief mandates of 
the empire in these decades. If we omit the Gutians who lived on 
well into the 22nd century to chastise the empire, we might view 
the remaining three nations of Hallo’s Figure 11 as diehard 
fugitive protoplasts who had not been subdued and exiled by the 
time of Naram Sin. The only such fugitive group who remained to 
be exiled after 2218, however, were the Amerindians whose 
identity with Mahadevi places them before their exile in Gutium 
where Hallo shows the Lullubians prior to the arrival of the 
Gutians there. We can take Naram Sin’s celebrated victory over 
the Lullubians, therefore, as the last step in “Varuna’s initiative” 
to subdue enemies from hostile Aratta. The most we can say for 
the Amorites and Elamites is that they had harbored fugitives 
conquered prior to Naram Sin’s reign but left remnants capable 
of harassing the empire in his time. The Amorites logically hosted 
fugitives destined to become Phoenician Canaanites after fighting 
their way back from exile to the Mediterranean coast. The same 
logic applies to Elamites who logically harbored Kali’s 
Austronesians before their deportation to Hadramaut. The three 
sets of predators in the panel of the Three Oxen, therefore, were 
Austronesians in Elam subdued by Sargon, Canaanites in Martu 
subdued by Manishtushu and Lullubians subdued by Naram Sin. 
That is how Arphaxad chose to remember the Akkadian Empire 
at its height. 

The final panel, on the interior base of the Caldron, deals 
with a less favorable aspect of the empire. This was the Gutian 
sack of Agade owing, the Sumerians believed, to the sins of 
Naram Sin. The round panel is dominated by a giant bull in high 
relief. Above it in flat projection a figure with a sword raised in 
the same manner as the three figures in the Three Oxen panel 
appears to be attempting to sacrifice the bull. Klindt-Jensen 
captions the panel “Bundpladen med tyrekamp eller ofring.” 
Although my Danish is nonexistent, I take “ofring” to mean 
“offering” or sacrifice. A barking dog runs off over the bull’s right 
shoulder; and another dog seen from above with its spine 
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emphasized harasses it from below. 

The figure holding the sword is one of the most fascinating in 
the artifact. Superficially it seems to duplicate the defenders of 
the Three Oxen panel; but there are striking differences. Instead 
of a male it displays breasts and is evidently a woman. Long hair 
signifies the same and superficially resembles the figure leaping 
from an attack over Japheth’s left shoulder; but again there are 
differences. The other figure does not have breasts, only the long 
hair. In a close-up in Klindt-Jensen’s Figure 38, the figure with a 
sacrificial sword displays hair that is tightly braided as though 
kinky, a flaring left nostril in profile, an extremely high 
cheekbone, a bulging eye and a receding chin. These features are 
diametrically opposed to those of the ox-defender shown for 
comparison in Figure 39 who displays a concave face, pointed 
chin and either straight or wavy hair. The craftsman or craftmen 
seem at pains to give the sacrificer “Adamic” or Negroid 
features. That image raises a fascinating prospect. 

The bull in the panel represents not only the Akkadian 
empire in the time of Naram Sin but the man Nahor himself. In a 
cartographic sense the dogs on either side of the bull represent 
Gutium and Martu; and the sacrificer, Elam. In a narrative sense 
the figure with the raised sword stands for Kali in the acting of 
avenging the death of her son Cush by slaying Nahor in 2177, the 
year following the Battle of Teutates, thus extending the 
narrative scope of the Caldron one year more. If this 
interpretation is correct, we have arrived at an explanation of 
the cult of human sacrifice which the Olmecs taught the 
Mayans and the Mayans the Aztecs as well as Kali’s East 
Indian image as a bloodthirsty psychotic ringed with skulls 
and with a red tongue hanging out thirsting for blood. Kali has 
obeyed the mandate of Genesis 9:6 by executing the murderer of 
her son, presumably with the approval of the Teutates allies 
including the viewpoint character Arphaxad. 

[EDITOR: The Olmec religious practices of sacrifice, cave rituals, pilgrimages, 
offerings, ball-courts, pyramids and a seeming awe of mirrors, was also passed 
on to all subsequent civilizations in Mesoamerica until the Spanish Conquest. 
Olmecf Civilization by Mark Cartwright. Source: 
https://www.ancient.eu/Olmec_ Civilization/. And: Olmec Ferox: Ritual Human 
Sacrifice in the Rock Art of Chalcatzingo, Morelos. By Arnaud F. Lambert. 
Source:https://www.google.com/url? 
sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8 &ved=2 
ahUKEwj68MqSnkKPgAhUXsJ4KHVH7BMEQFJjALegQIARAB&url=https 
%3A%2F%2Fwww.rockartscandinavia.com%2Fimages%2Farticles 
%2Fal 2lambert.pdf&usg=AOvVaw0PcOAdBRhHRyofvCkRzHHN |] 


Two images will suffice to show Kali’s uniquely bloodthirsty 
character in Indian tradition. One from www.dollsofindia.com 
emphasizes the black skin and hanging red tongue: 
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The Goddess Kali Depicted with tongue 
Copied from 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kali#/media/ 

File:Maa_ Bhavatarini's face @ Dakshineshwar Kali Temple.JPG 


Another presents a more characteristic, dashing image of a 
barefoot quasi-immortal akin to the other Hindu deities. All of 
these images were copied from Google images under the heading 
“goddess Kali.” Decapitated heads, strings of skulls and a 
hanging tongue were all characteristic of the message of death 
which Kali derived from her experience of the Flood and its “end 
of all flesh.” As a child Arphaxad probably witnessed masses of 
bones left behind by the diluvian waters in parts of the world that 
had not yet been cleansed. Kali was obsessed with death and 
meted it out where it was deserved. This scenario requires that 
Nahor left Egypt and was present in Syria in 2178 and that he 
was defeated, captured and executed by Kali. 
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The Goddess Kali 
\Washing the Goddess Cali, and the Idol Jagan-Nath. 
From ‘Encyclopaedia Londinensis, or Universal Dictionary of Arts, Sciences, and 
Letters’, 
by J. Wilkes et al, London, 1796-1828. 


Arphaxad’s history in Padan-Aram implies that he played 
host to the battle and managed to summon Shem, Peleg and 
Joktan there. Padan-Aram provided a rendezvous point in 2178 as 
it had a century earlier at the start of the Sarmatian expedition. 
For the long-lived Noahic elite, the passage of a century lay 
within the specious present and could be planned in advance. 
The struggle was a kind of duel between two factions of the 
imperial line to decide the fate of the world once again.The 
imperial line can be enumerated in different ways but always 
ends at or near an even ten. If Joktan is added, the line totals ten 
starting with Shem and ending with Abram’s father Terah. As 
Sharkalishari of Agade, Terah cast his lot with the other 
Akkadian emperors, making up a total of four, all from the young 
end of the line beginning with Peleg’s heir Reu. Because Shem, 
Arphaxad, Peleg and Joktan all belonged to the Gallic tetrad of 
the opposing side, the balance was struck by Eber and his father 
Shelah. The very name “Hebrew” deriving from Eber confirms 
that Shelah’s son stayed true to the lord of Padan-Aram, the first 
Arphaxad, and joined the Gallic cause as we have suggested. 
Shelah, although joining Shem’s Olympian exodus in the 
intervening century, now lived up to his reputation as the 
Akkadian Marduk and took the name Arphaxad II to challenge 
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the first Arphaxad and his allies. We can even suggest that the 
Battle of Teutates was designed for a series of duels: between the 
two Arphaxads, father and son; Shem-Anzu and his nemesis Reu- 
Nimrod; the “Arabian” Joktan and Serug-Manishtushu, conqueror 
of thirty-two Arabian kings; Peleg-Cernunnus of the stag antlers 
and Nahor-Naram Sin of the bull-horned helmet; and Eber, 
nominal father of the Hebrews and Terah who took refuge in 
Hebrew Padan-Aram later in the century. 

Nahor and Peleg evidently fought to the death with Peleg 
either dying outright or from wounds received in the duel. Yet 
the victor Nahor was taken captive and slain the following year. 
That could only be because the majority of duels were won by 
Shem’s side. For whatever reason the tradition handed down by 
Arphaxad shows only the preparations for battle on Shem’s side. 
At this point we can sum up the themes of all the panels of the 
Gundestrup Caldron: 


Table 12.4 Thematic Overview of the Gundestrup Caldron 
[cp. Book 428] 


Panel Subject 
Theme 

Boar-Holding Noah rival lines of Shelah and Obal 

Men 

Mutilated Japheth offenses against Uruk 

Envoi 

Stag Nature Shem control of the Semitic and 
Aryan stocks 

Dragon Ham ocean Dragon Kings of the 
Arabian system 

Sphinx Uma her two sons Shem and Japheth 

Braided Mahadevi exilic “deaths” in Hadramaut 

Goddess and Yemen 

Trinity Durga (Sheba-!) her two sons Arphaxad I and 
Mizraim 

Cernunnus Peleg eleven protoplasts of the First 
Kish Order 

Medb Inanna Aratta under attack 

Taranis Arphaxad I pursuit of fugitives from Aratta 
to the Khabur 

Three Oxen Akkadian defenses of the Akkadian 

Emperors Empire 

Teutates Gallic Tetrad preparations for the battle of 
2178 

Bull-Slaying Kali fate of the Naram Sin-Narmer 
(Nahor)-Nahor 


Shelah 


Son of Sidon and Inanna, first heir of the Inanna succession. At 
his victory over Kingu, Marduk became “sun god of the gods” as 
though the entire Noahic community united to recognize him as 
supreme ruler at least in the same degree as Peleg-Cernunnus 
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before the war. In interpreting the Akkadian epic we have to 
decide whether this acclamation is historic fact or a poetic 
conceit for Shelah’s victory over Peleg-Kingu. If the assertion is 
political fact, we need to define it more clearly. In doing so, we 
can determine how the Akkadians gained the power through 
Shelah to enforce the Arabian scheme of distant colonization. 

According to Table 12.1 Shelah established a settlement at 
coastal Ullisu that eventually became Ugarit. This early 
settlement took shape within the first five years after the war and 
served to antipate the greater, Phoenician port of Tyre named 
Sur after Shelah’s East Indian name as the sun god Surya. At 
Ugarit Shelah came to be recognized as the potent Bull El even 
though that tradition places him at the headwaters of the Tigris- 
Euphrates as though identifying him with Arphaxad’s Padan- 
Aram. Because Table 12.2 assigns the Semite stocks only to 
immediate sons of Shem, it does not include Shelah or attribute 
to him the generation of any particular Semitic people. The table 
attributes the Akkadian branch to Shem’s son Gether, not to 
Shelah; so we must still search for the center of Shelah’s real 
power to back up his reputation as Marduk. The coastal positions 
of Ullisu, Ugarit and Tyre are a clue that the answer lay across 
the sea in Egypt. 


The Colonization of Egypt 

East Indian depictions of Surya invariably give him a serene, 
upright, foursquare posture like that of Egyptian pharaohs such 
as Snefru and Menkaure. Shelah did, in fact, become the first 
pyramid-builder Djoser; and that is not surprising in view of his 
solar character as Marduk and Surya inasmuch as Egyptians 
were the definitive solar protoplast of the world. Just how 
“Egyptian” Indian Surya’s posture and demeanor are can be 
illustrated with an image copied on 20207 from 
www.bhagavadgitausa.com. 
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Shelah’s mastery of the world owed something to what must 
have been a concrete relationship to one of the “griffin” divisions 
of the Hamitic stock in its amalgamation with a Semitic stock. 
That is what Shelah-Lugalbanda’s alliance with Japheth-Atum Re 
really meant; and this association was reinforced when Shelah, 
as Djoser, anticipated Snefru-Japheth as a pyramid-builder in the 
mid-22nd century. The first conclusion to be drawn from Shelah’s 
acclamation after the war is that the Semites recognized him as 
their chief link to the Hamitic stock that helped them defeat the 
enemy at Aratta. The next step is to concentrate on the premise 
that the Hamites, like the Semites, were obliged to divide into 
five branches during the war. If the sons of Shem fathered five 
divisions of the Semites as Table 12.2 suggests, we can seek for a 
similar explanation of the Hamites in a fivefold aspect. 

Shem, not only fathered five sons appearing in Genesis 10, 
but became the feudal lord of five more— all derived from his 
imperial line— in 10:22. Table 4.6 states that these vassals came 
into existence as such in 2188— the same year that dynastic 
Egypt began. That coincidence illuminates Shelah’s role in 
concrete history. Of the other vassals of Shem, Asshur-Nimrod 
became the second and most powerful sun god of Egypt, Amun 
Re of Wazet-Thebes. Ironically the Hamitic stock, who derived 
genetically from Japheth and received the name Mizraim from a 
son of Ham, owed their political and local divisions to vassals of 
Shem. All three of Noah’s sons had a hand in creating Egypt. 
Although the polarization of Upper and Upper (South)) Egypt 
reflected a reality in the way Egypt was colonized both from the 
south and north, the finer local divisions in nomes or districts 
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followed an overall scheme based on six divisions, rather than 
two, in Mesopotamia and Syria. Like the other nations of 
mankind, the Egyptians were subjected to an _ isochronic 
colonization process even though it was confined to the banks of 
one river, the Nile. 

Origin of the Nations was bitterly criticized in 1991 for using 
the tradition of the nomes of the Nile as a guide to the ultra- 
primitive survey of that river by Noah’s small, undivided 
community between 2488 and 2428. This assertion was received 
as the height of anachronistic ignorance because the nomes were 
developed in later times. Origin of the Nations, however, never 
claimed that Noah’s primitive family established nomes, for the 
simple reason that they were incapable in the 25th century of 
colonizing a single city. Colonization did not begin until the re- 
establishment of Eridu in 2368. What Origin of the Nations 
actually claimed is that Noah’s primitive survey of the Nile 
established a series of traditional points of reference later used 
by Hamites to create the nomes. 

Egypt was colonized by a six-point process based on divisions 
that the Hamites adopted during the Uruk-Aratta War. The five 
vassals of Shem gained their feudal identities in 2188 as a sign 
that Egypt was about to enter the community of settled nations 
like the Sumerians, Akkadians and Assyrians in Mesopotamia. 
The colonization process did not begin but rather ended that year 
and was the work of “predynastic” leaders. Table 3.3 on the 
colonization of Africa treats the Hamites as a single unit settled 
on the Nile in the final five years before 2188. That settlement 
could only have been an incorporation based on giving Egypt its 
place among the vassals of Ham’s son Mizraim. 

As for the antiquity of the nomes, Simpson states that, 
“Lower (North) Egypt comprised some twenty-two by the 
beginning of the Old Kingdom; through subdivision and newly 
won areas, the Delta eventually comprised twenty nomes, with 
the main towns on water courses leading to the Mediterranean.” 
(208) To restate, twenty-two nomes of Lower (North) Egypt were 
a predynastic phenomenon; and the same appears to be true of 
the twenty nomes of the Delta. These forty-two divisions of the 
Nile territory imply a good deal of colonizing activity prior to 
2188. The total of forty-two is divisible by six indicating that 
Sidon-Ka-ap joined his son Shelah-Arphaxad II and other imperial 
heirs in colonizing the Nile. Sidon must have held one division of 
the Hamites in reserve in Mesopotamia while the other five were 
campaigning against Aratta in the north. 

Manetho states that there were ten predynastic pharaohs. 
These consisted of Sidon, his four Javanites and the pentad of 
Genesis 10:22 including Sargon as Asshur. Sargon’s conquest of 
Ionia in 2233 implies that his western army consisted of Hamites 
bound for Upper (South)) Egypt and corresponding to the 
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Heliadae as an interim colony at Rhodes. The colonization of 
Lower (North) Egypt began three years later in 2230, forty- 
two years prior to the conclusion of the process in 2188. 
Manishtushu-Serug began his Mesoptamian reign in 2229 but 
only after rebelling, according to Waddell’s narrative of Asa- 
Manja, by using the Lower Sea fleet to bring Hamites to Lower 
(North) Egypt before the process could begin among Hamite 
followers of “Olympians” in Upper (South)) Egypt. Three such 
Olympians were burdened with Hamites as well as Thraco- 
Phrygians in the Aegean: Sidon-Poseidon, Arphaxad II-Shelah- 
Ares, and Peleg-Hephaestus. 

The plan called for these Olympians to complete their work 
in the Aegean, join there respective Hamitic divisions in Rhodes 
and lead them to colonize the Nile Delta. When Sargon banished 
Shem-Zeus and other Olympians in 2244, it was with the 
understanding that they would resume their existing leadership 
over the Hamite divisions once they had spent time in the 
Aegean, assuring the Emperor that they would not use the 
Hamites to challenge his hegemony in Mesopotamia. His logic 
was to keep the Hamite leaders preoccupied with Thraco- 
Phrygian colonization long enough to allow him to remove the 
Hamite threat from Mesopotamia. His western campaign was for 
the purpose of transferring the three divisions loyal to the three 
Olympians in order to eliminate the temptation of these leaders 
to reinvade Mesopotamia. Once the Hamites in Rhodes were 
safely located on the Nile, he felt, they would pose no immediate 
threat to Mesopotamia. 

According to Table 12.4 Sidon was free from his work at 
Crete in 2337, giving him ample time to begin colonizing Upper 
(South)) Egypt on schedule in 2330. Serug-Manishtushu was 
aware of the schedule as early as 2244 and rebelled against his 
father in order to flood Lower (North) Egypt with Hamites before 
2330 to intimidate Sidon and the other two Olypmpians from 
carrying through on the original plan. Sidon and his family, the 
Javanites, were obliged to reign in Thinis in Lower (North) Egypt 
to avert a civil war between Upper (South)) Egypt and the more 
powerful presence in Lower (North) Egypt. Serug and Nahor 
were motivated by more than an ambition to be known as 
creators of Egypt. The three non-Olympian leaders of the 
divisions reserved for Lower (North) Egypt were Elam-Eber- 
Gilgamesh, Asshur-Sargon and Aram-Joktan. Serug and Nahor 
felt that these three were more amenable to the perpetuation of 
Akkadian power than were the three Olympians, who had 
opposed the empire at its beginning. Sargon reasoned otherwise. 
Older than the other two 
he possessed a more cosmopolitan viewpoint and was convinced 
that the Olympians would pose no threat once they were busily 
colonizing Upper (South)) Egypt. 
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Simpson’s assertion that the nomes of the Delta were 
completed “eventually” implies that the process remained 
incomplete in 2188 and existed only as an abstraction based on 
Noahic precedents from the 25th century. The overall design 
requires that the nomes were colonized in six sets of seven, each 
set governed by either Sidon or one of the five vassals of Genesis 
10:22. This enumeration meant that there should have been 
twenty-one nomes in both Upper and Upper (South)) Egypt 
instead of the actual twenty-two in the south and twenty in the 
north. The imbalance meant that the final nome of Lower (North) 
Egypt replaced what should have been the southernmost of the 
Upper (South)) Egyptian nomes. That imbalance seems 
deliberate in view of the way the colonization actually took place 
from the “wrong,” southern end owing to Serug’s rebellion. 

The original leaders of the six Hamite divisions can be 
determined by considering nome gods. For example the nome 
god of Mendes in Upper (South)) Egypt, Khnum, has been firmly 
identified as Arphaxad I. Although he does not appear in Genesis 
10:22, the passage of his name there to Arphaxad II-Shelah 
implies that the block of seven nomes containing Mendes 
belonged to Shelah as the Olympian Ares from the north. After 
the seventh of these nomes reading from the north, the eighth is 
Heliopolis. It can be explained as a focus for Sargon-Asshur’s 
Heliadae from Rhodes. His location in the second block from the 
north implies an exchange with his imperial father Peleg, who 
despite being the Olympian Hephaestus appears in the Egyptian 
pantheon as Sobek at Crocodilopolis, the twenty-first nome of 
Lower (North) Egypt counting from the south. 

Another Olympian obliged to exchange Lower for Lower 
(North) Egypt owing to Serug’s rebellion was Sidon, who reigned 
as Ka-ap at the nome of Thinis-Abydos. That nome falls within the 
second block counting from the south. The southernmost nome of 
Upper (South)) Egypt was at Memphis, capital of Japheth’s 
Pyramid Dynasty IV. As Japheth’s vassals Tubal and Meshech, 
either Elam-Eber or Aram-Joktan could have governed the Upper 
(South)) Egyptian block ending with Memphis. Origin of the 
Nations suggests that one of the six nomes in this block, 
Letopolis, was the birthplace of Eber 67 years after the Flood in 
2451. That reckoning depends on the view that Noah’s survey of 
the Nile began in 2469, forty-nine years after the Flood. The date 
was determined by a system of annual camps, the chronological 
module used by Noah’s family throughout its period together 
prior to the beginning of colonization. Because each nome was 
surveyed from the perspective of an annual camp, forty-two years 
were assigned to the primitive stage in Egypt ending with the 
close of the third Noahic era in 2428. An epoch earlier than that 
would be too early to account for the establishment of the eight 
land claims recorded in Lugalannemundu’s inscription. An epoch 
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later than the one in 2428 would not allow sufficient time for the 
primitive family to remain together in or near Mesopotamia in 
order to begin colonization there at Eridu in 2368. The period 
between 2428 and 2398 was spent on the coasts of Arabia where 
the disastrous sin of Ham occurred. Once the family reached 
Mesopotamia again in 2298 another thirty years was required for 
population to increase and materials to be gathered to build the 
eight cities of Sumer. 

The Egyptian process of the 23rd century started off in the 
south with a strong emphasis on Japheth and his family despite 
the association between Japheth-Atum Re and Heliopolis in the 
north. The leader of the first division Aram-Joktan-Meshech was 
not just a vassal of Japheth’s but an especially close ally. As 
Meskiaggasher he founded the Eanna dynasty as “son of the sun” 
and defined the Erechite cause there six years before the war. 
Japheth himself identifies with Harakhte at Edfu, his mother Uma 
with Neckebet at Necken, his son Gomer with Mont at 
Hermonthis and the mother of his son Madai with Nephthys at 
Diospolis Parva. The beginning of Sidon’s block at Thinis-Abydos 
marks a clear shift from Japheth to Cush and his vassals, starting 
with Seba-Osiris-Asir as Khenti-Amentiu of Thinis-Abydos, Cush 
himself as whatever god prompted the Greeks to name the city 
Panopolis, Seba’s wife Arvad-Parvati as Egyptian Isis and Greek 
Aphrodite at Aphroditopolis and even Shem-Seth as Cush’s vassal 
Raamah. The nome god of Memphis, Nefertum, is Ptah’s son by 
Sekhmet-Inanna and therefore clearly identifiable with Shelah. 
As leader of the block starting at Memphis, Eber assigned the 
Egyptian version of Shelah to that nome before reaching his own 
birthplace at Letopolis. 


Table 12.5 Colonization of Twenty-Two Nomes of Lower 
(North) Egypt [cp. Book 433-434] 


Year Nome Leader Nome 
Deity Identification 
2230 |1 | Elephantine Jokta 
n 
2229 |2 | Edfu Jokta Harakhte Japheth 
n 
2228 |3 | Nekhen Jokta Nekhebet Uma 
n 
2227 |4 | Hermonthis Jokta Mont Gomer 
n 
2226 | 5 | Coptos Jokta 
n 
2225 |6 | Denderah Jokta 
n 
2224 | 7 | Diospolis Jokta Nephthys Naphtuh- 
Parva n Hamath- 
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2223 | 8 | Thinis- Sidon Khenti- Osiris-Asir- 
Abydos Amentiu Riphath- 
Seba 
2222 |9 | Panopolis Sidon Cush 
(Hellenic 
Pan) 
2221 |1 | Aphroditopol Sidon Arvad- 
O | is (Hellenic 
Aphrodite) 
2220 |1 | Hypselis Sidon Seth Shem 
1 
2219 |1 | House of Sidon “Vanquisher 
2 | Horus Nubti of Seth” 
2218 |1 | Lycopolis Sidon Upuaut 
3 
2217 |1 | Cusae Sidon Hathor Durga (Sheba- 
4 I) 
2216 | 1 | Hermapolis Peleg Un Phut 
5 | Magna 
2215 |1 | Hibis Peleg | Horus 
6 “Vangisher 
of the Oryx” 
2214 | 1 | Cynopolis Peleg Anubis Magog 
7 
2213 |1 | Het-benu Peleg 
8 
2212 |1 | Oxyrrhyncho Peleg 
9 |s 
2211 | 2 | Heracleopoli Peleg Shem 
0 | s Magna (Hellenic 
Herakles) 
2210 | 2 | Crocodilopol Peleg Sobek Peleg- 
1 | is Sabtecah 
2209 |2 |N. Peleg Isis Arvad 
2 | Aphroditopol 
is 


Two important goddesses of Upper (South)) Egypt are 
Amentet and Neith of the Libyan nome and Sais respectively. 
Neither should be confused with the Egyptian version of the 
Mahadevi tetrad: Mahadevi-Wazet, Hathor-Durga (Sheba-I), 
Uma-Nekhebet or Kali-Bast. Amentet is identified explicitly as a 
daughter of Hathor and is therefore the Egyptian version of the 
second yellow matriarch Sin-Lakshmi. Neith’s wearing of the red 
crown of Upper (South)) Egypt and devotion to protecting that 
land identify her as the second red matriarch Zemar-. Neith’s 
function of protecting virginity and virgins suggests her identity 
with the Olympian Hestia-Vesta, the classical goddess given to 
protecting virgins. Mahadevi and Kali, linked together as the two 
frontal goddesses of the Braided Goddess panel associating 
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Arabia with Egypt are Uadjet of Buto and Bastet of Bubastis 
respectively. On two arms of the Nile Delta these two cities 
virtually conclude the south-to-north process just as the two 
matriarchs and their white and yellow antediluvian “sisters” 
conclude the system of Genesis 10 at the bottom of the Joktanite 
clan. 


Table 12.6 Colonization of Twenty Nomes of Lower 
(North) Egypt [cp. Book 434-435] 


Year Nome Leader Nome Deity 
Identification 
22 Nome-23 Ebe Nefertum Shelah 
08 Memphis r 
22 Nome-24 Ebe birthplace of 
07 Letopolis r Eber 
22 Nome-25 Ebe Amentet Sin-, 
06 Libyan r daughter of 
nome Hathor- 
Durga 
(Sheba-I) 
22 Nome-26 Ebe Bull of the 
05 Prosopis r Desert 
22 Nome-27 Ebe Neith Zemar-, 
04 Sais r daughter of 
Mahadevi 
22 Nome-28 Ebe Bull of the Eber 
03 Xois r Desert 
22 Nome-29 Re Hah of the Ham 
02 Metelis u Ogdoad 
22 Nome-30 Re Atum Japheth 
01 Pithom u 
22 Nome-31 Re Osiris-Asir Riphath-Seba 
00 Busiris u 
21 Nome-32 Re Kemur (“Black Hul 
99 Athribis u Bull”) 
21 Nome-33 Re Horus of the 
98 Pharbaeth u Two Eyes 
os 
21 Nome-34 Re Anhur (Horus Togarmah 
97 Sebennyto u the Elder) 
Ss 
21 Nome-35 Re Reu-Nimrod 
96 Heliopolis u (Hellenic 
Helius) 
21 Nome-36 She Horus Lord of 
95 House of lah Mesent 
Horus 
21 Nome-37 She Zehuti Ham 
94 House of lah 
Zehuti 
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21 Nome-38 She Khnum Arphaxad I 
93 Mendes lah 
21 Nome-39 She Amun of the Shem 
92 House of lah Ogdoad 
the Island 
of Amun 
21 Nome-40 She Bastet Kali 
91 Bubastis lah 
21 Nome-41 She Buto-Uadjet Mahadevi 
90 Buto lah 
21 Nome-42 She Horus Seped 
89 Arabian lah 
nome 


Vassals of Joktan 

The large Joktanite clan of eleven names begins with a pair of 
sons of the sun god Obal-Utu, who appears later in the list along 
with his father Hadoram-Arphaxad I-Nanna and his sister Uzal- 
Inanna. There must be a reason why Obal’s two sons head the 
list. Named Almodad and Sheleph in the text, they are defined by 
the Hellenic tradition as Orpheus and Asklepius, gods of music 
and medicine and sons of the sun god Apollo (Obal). The strange 
name Almodad has been identified only with Ptolemy’s tribe 
name Alumeotae in Joktan’s land of Arabia and, perhaps, with the 
Alani or Alauni among the Joktanite group of tribes in Ptolemy’s 
Sarmatia. Because ancient Sarmatia is now Slavic Russia, the 
concentration of Joktanite names there has led to the conclusion 
that Orpheus is represented by the West Slavic Hrvati or 
Croatians (Chrobati) and his brother Asklepius by the East Slavs 
or Sclavi. 

The curious position of Obal’s two sons at the head of the list 
promises insight into the historical meaning of the Joktanite clan. 
In the Gundestrup panel of the Boar-Holding Men, either 
Almodad or Sheleph is one of the two boars structured as rival to 
the boar Eber. According to Table 4.6 the Joktanite clan was 
begun in 2188 and completed with Almodad, Sheleph and nine 
others in 2158, a decade after Noah’s death. The logic of the 
Boar-Holding Men seems to be memorializing Noah with a 
retrospect on the rivalry that caused the Uruk-Aratta War. The 
positions of Almodad and Sheleph at the head of the Joktanite list 
appear to be performing the same memorial task. As sons of the 
sun god Utu, they are equivalent to Eber as son of the sun god 
Surya-Marduk. The two rival sun gods are represented in the 
panel by the boar-holding men. 

As for the timing of he clan in 2158, we have seen that 
Joktan-Meshech was an especially close ally of Japheth, who 
founded his Pyramid Dynasty IV in 2152 early in the thirteenth 
postdiluvian era beginning in 2158. Japheth’s high importance in 
the Slavic pantheon as Svarog serves to apply that alliance with 
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Joktan to the concentration of tribes with Joktanite names in 
Slavic Sarmatia. Therefore we can take Japheth-Snefru’s creation 
of Dynasty IV as complementary to the creation of the Joktanite 
clan in 2158. Furthermore Table 6.3 suggests that Joktan himself 
reigned late in Dynasty III as Pharaoh Khaba in 2156-2154 just 
one reign short of Snefru. This Joktanite-Japhethite association is 
close enough to suggest that Sidon (Sanakhte of Dynasty III) 
created the Joktanite thirteen at the close of the Genesis 10 
system as complement to the Japhethite 14 at the start of it. The 
Egyptian provenanance of this activity suggests that Moses may 
have derived the Genesis 10 system from being learned in “all 
the wisdom of the Egyptians” but in a form that enabled him to 
adopt Hebrew names. Another suggestion of the same is the 
special, personal attention given to Nimrod in 10:8-12. As Amun 
Re of Wazet-Thebes Nimrod became the dominant god of the 
Egyptian nation. 

The location of the Alumeotae in Arabia suggests that 
Almodad at the head of the clan was Eber’s rival. In the 
cartographic depiction of Arabia in the the Gundestrup panel of 
the Braided Goddess, the dead boar lying on its back represents 
the defeated rival Almodad just as the human corpse to the left 
stands for the third member of the clan Hazarmaveth. The 
Braided Goddess panel has not yet been shown. The panel 
features Mahadevi-Tiamat as Ereshkigal, ruler of the Arabian 
underworld of the dead, hence the corpse cradled in her left arm 
and the fallen creature beneath her raised right arm, evidently a 
boar like those in the panel of the Boar-Holding Men. If we 
include the goddess herself and the two decorative birds above, 
the panel contains nine figures, four anthropomorphic and five 
zoomorphic. In the cartographic reading, the rather Negroid- 
looking figure to the lower left stands in the relative position of 
Meluhha-Ethiopia and the lion or other predatory creature above 
in the position of Magan-Egypt. The two corpses mark the 
relative positions of Yemen and Hadramaut. The braiding 
attendant to the right can be taken for Oman. The figure at the 
place of Ethiopia represents Kali, mother of Cush; and the 
attendant, Uma in the tribe name Omanitae as we have seen. 
Both the bird flying from goddess’ left palm and the decorative 
birds above follow standard symbolism as embodiments of the 
Semitic linguistic stock. In fact they figure as counterparts to the 
two elephants of the Medb panel in suggesting two divisions of 
the South Semitic stock, governed at Aratta by Joktan and his 
father Eber. The bird springing from the goddess’ palm figures as 
the Canaanites, who made good their escape from the punitive 
Gulf of Aden and “flew” northward to become the historic 
Phoenicians and inhabitants of Canaan-Palestine. 
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Si Ee 


Braided Goddess of Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron 


Because Hazarmaveth is Mot, son of the first heir of the 
Inanna succession Tr Il-Shelah, the theme of the panel seems to 
be the “deaths” of both rival lines. We recall that Mahadevi was 
the diluvian wife of Noah and find in the panel an elegiac sequel 
to Noah’s panel of the Boar-Holding Men and its theme of rivalry 
as a living cause. Shelah himself appears in the Joktanite list as 
Diklah as though an extension of the “lunar” family of Ur rather 
than Marduk the “sun god of the gods.” Mahadevi’s panel, 
speaking for her as Tiamat, seems to say that the Erechite cause 
won out but left only exilic death in Arabia. Having lost her own 
Amerindian stock to distant migration as well as the other 
matriarchal stocks of Aratta, she has inherited the peninsula, 
now in possession of Semitic Arabs and complementary to 
Cushitic Ethiopia. If the creature charging straight upward above 
the figure of Kali is a lion, it confirms the lion symbol of the 
Egyptian Hamites in each of the griffins of the two war panels. 
The amalgamation of Semites and Hamites in the five griffins has 
now been dissolved in a formal contrast between Hamitic Egypt 
and Semitic Arabia and Phoenicia. As Uma, mother of white 
Canaan and Sidon, the braiding attendant at Oman represents 
the Centum Aryan stock as located there in the punitive Arabian 
system. The panel includes all of the Mahadevi tetrad except 
Durga (Sheba-I); and the omission seems ironic in view of Durga 
(Sheba-I)’s presence in the Joktanite clan as Sheba I, the 
matriarch of Yemen. Her absence seems to signify the loss of her 
chief people, the Sino-Tibetans exiled to and from the corpse of 
Hazarmaveth at Hadramaut. 


Chapter Thirteen 
469 


Summary Chronology 


The following chronology of events is stated in absolute 
terms based on a Flood date of 2518 BCE. The most important 
principle in my interpretation of postdiluvian chronology remains 
the thirty-year module suggested by the genealogy of Genesis 11 
where each of Shem’s heirs is born when his father was within a 
few years of thirty. This method arrives at a fairly close 
agreement with Hallo’s chronology for the 22nd century in 
Sumer. Our chronology deviates from Hallo’s more markedly as 
time recedes to the earlier Sumerian dynasties. I reject the order 
of magnitude for the commonly accepted span of 955 years for 
the Egyptian Old Kingdom, condensing that span to a period 
within the 22nd century. 


3118. Birth of Noah in the Sethite homeland of the antediluvian 
Ural-Altaics. Genesis 8:13, 9:28-29 


3089. Alleged but false date of the accession of Menes and 
beginning of Egyptian Old Kingdom. King List of Manetho 


2638. Start of Noah’s preparations for the Flood including a 
series of journeys to antediluvian China, Kurgan, Arabia and 
Egypt. Date supplied by Genesis 6:3. 


2618. Birth of Japheth to Noah and Uma (Jobab), a Finno- 
Ugrian woman of Cainite (Caucasoid) stock located in Sarmatia. 
Genesis 5:32, 11:10 


2616. Birth of Shem to the same couple Noah and Uma but 
destined to learn the other Cainite language Indo-European in 
the Kurgan region north of the Caspian. Genesis 5:32, 11:10 


26" Century 


2578. Arrival of Noah’s family in Sumer and beginning of 
the antediluvian dynasty at Eridu under the rule of two of 
Noah’s fathers-in-law. Sumerian King List, dynasty of Eridu (1) 


2566. Beginning of dynasty at Badtibira ruled by the other 
two fathers-in-law and Ham as Dumuzi the Shepherd. Sumerian 
King List, dynasty of Badtibira (2) 


2554. Start of the antediluvian dynasty at Larak with 
Japheth as sole ruler Ensipazianna. Sumerian King List, dynasty 
of Larak (3) 
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2542. Beginning of the antediluvian dynasty at Sippar with 
Shem as sole ruler Enmeduranna. Sumerian King List, dynasty of 
Sippar (4) 


2530. Start of the antediluvian dynasty at Shuruppak with 
Noah’s father Lamech as lone ruler Ubartutu. Sumerian King 
List, dynasty of Shuruppak (5) 


2523. Death of Lamech (Ubartutu) at Shuruppak. Genesis 5: 
30 


2519 FLOOD BEGINS 


2518. THE FLOOD ENDS: Universal Deluge occurs in Noah’s 
time as Ziusudra of Shuruppak. Sumerian Epic of Gilgamesh. 


2516. 2 years after Flood: Birth of Shem and Durga (Sheba- 
I)-Sheba I’s son Arphaxad I. Genesis 11:10. Induction of the 
eight survivors of the Flood and Arphaxad into the first of six 
enneads making up the 54 persons variously named in Genesis 
10. Genesis 11:10 


25" century 


2488. YEAR 30. End of the first postdiluvian era and 
induction of the second sextad of the Noahic elite. Terminus ad 
quem for eight land claims by the four survivors of the Flood: 
Noah, Subaria (Upper Tigris); Japheth, Marhashi (Syria); Ham, 
Martu Jordan); Shem, Uri (Akkad); Uma (Jobab), Eanna (Sumer); 
Mahadevi (Havilah I), Gutium (Zagros Mountains); Kali (Ophir), 
Lumma (Elam); Durga (Sheba-I) (Sheba I), “Cedar Mountain 
Land” (Persia). Inscription of Emperor Lugalannemundu of the 
Dynasty III period 


2481. YEAR 37 AF. Birth of Shelah (Arphaxad II) to Sidon 
and Inanna (Uzal), daughter of Arphaxad I. Relative chronology 
supplied by Genesis 11:12 


2458. YEAR 60. End of the second postdiluvian era and 
induction of the third sextad. Arrival of Noah’s family in Upper 
(South)) Egypt. 


2451. YEAR 67. Birth of Eber (Gilgamesh) to Shelah and Kali 
(Ophir). Genesis 11:14 


2428. YEAR 90. End of the third postdiluvian era and 
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induction of the fourth sextad. Arrival of Noah’s family in Lower 
(North) Egypt. 


2417. YEAR 101. Birth of Peleg (Kingu) to Eber and 
Mahadevi (Tiamat). Genesis 11:16 


24" Century 


2398 End of the fourth postdiluvian era and induction of the fifth 
ennead. Arrival of Noah’s family in Yemen. Terminus a quo for 
the sin of Ham, curse on Canaan, blessing of the “Yahweh 
Elohim of Shem” and realignment of the stocks of Shem 
(Indo-Europeans), Ham (Semites) and Japheth (Hamite 
Egyptians). Genesis 9: 20-27. 

First _77 lines of the Akkadian Marduk Epic. At this point it 
might be useful to exhibit some of the reasons for believing that 
the Semites owed their origin to Ham rather than Shem. We 
notice first that the Canaanites, representing the cursed 
patriarch of Genesis 9, spoke Semitic. Hebrew is termed in the 
Old Testament the “language of Canaan.” Genesis 10:6 names 
Canaan a son of Ham, not Shem. A second line of argument 
begins with the observation that two persons in Genesis 10 bear 
the name Havilah, one in the Cushite list and the other in the 
closing set of four names in the Joktanite list. The association 
between the Joktanite group and Arabia is quite clear both in the 
Bible and in Arabic tradition. The Arabs are South Semites. In 
Genesis 2 the name Havilah refers to an antediluvian land 
complementary to the land of Cush, which is clearly identifiable 
in the postdiluvian world with Ethiopia. Arabia and Ethiopia are 
complementary lands forming the Kingdom of Axum in later 
times. Therefore it is safe to conclude that the land Havilah is the 
antediluvian counterpart to Arabia. The two persons bearing that 
name in Genesis 10 are closely identified with Arabia and 
therefore with the Semitic linguistic stock. 

A variety of evidences identifies the final four vassals of the 
Joktanite list as the Genesis 10 version of the four surviving 
antediluvian matriarchs. Thus the Havilah in that set is the 
original representative of antediluvian Arabia and the original 
Semitic linguistic stock. In this regard Arabia is analogous to the 
Kurgan region, antediluvian homeland of the Indo-Europeans. 
The argument concludes by focusing on the Cushite list of 
Genesis 10 where occurrence of the name Havilah suggests a 
strong association between the Cushite and Joktanite lists as in 
the antediluvian coupling of Cush and Havilah. Contextual 
argument demonstrates that the Cushite list is to the 
antediluvian males what the Joktanite list is to the females. In the 
Cushite list three names form a subsection: Sheba and Dedan are 
called sons of Raamah. This triad excludes Havilah. The narrative 
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of the sin of Ham in Genesis 9 leaves the clear impression that 
Noah, Shem and Japheth turned allies against Ham. As the odd 
man out with a name equivalent to the antediluvian land of 
Arabia, Cushite Havilah emerges as Ham and son of the female 
Havilah and thus male channel for the antediluvian Semitic 
tongue. 


2387. Birth of Reu (Nimrod-Sargon) to Cush and Pele (Bilika), 
twin sister of Peleg. Relative date supplied by Genesis 11:18. 


2368. NOAH ESTABLISHES ERIDU: End of the fifth 
postdiluvian era and induction of the sixth sextad. Return of 
Noah’s family to Sumer where Noah reestablishes Eridu, 
southernmost of the cult centers of Sumer. The process of 
founding Sumerian cities continues throughout the sixth 
postdiluvian era and sets the stage for the Sumerian Dynasty of 
First Kish. 


2364. Founding of Ur, cult center of the lunar god Nanna 
(Arphaxad) by Arphaxad’s mother Durga (Sheba-I) (Sheba I). 


2360. Founding of Uruk, cult center of Arphaxad’s daughter 
Inanna (Uzal) by Japheth (Sheba II) as adoptive son of Durga 
(Sheba-I) (Sheba I-Ninhursag). 


2359. Noah is deposed from the Anship by Canaan after a reign 
of nine years. After another nine years in 2550, Shem retaliates 
by driving out Canaan. Hurrian Song of Kumarbi (Shem). As 
Etana of First Kish, he later withdraws Ural-Altaics to Subaria in 
anticipation of the Aratta schism of 2308. 


2356. Foundating of Lagash, cult center of Ningirsu (Nimrod- 
Reu-Sargon) by Mahadevi (Havilah I-Ningal). 


2352. Founding of Umma by Uma (Jobab-Nanshe). 
Thirteen Summary Chronology 362 


2348. Founding of Nippur, cult center of Enlil (Cush) by Cush’s 
mother Kali (Ophir-Dumuzi-abzu). 


2344. Founding of Kish, first political capital of postdiluvian 
Sumer, by Shem. 


2340. TOWER OF BABEL / TONGUES CONFUSED: Founding 
of the abortive city of Babel by Ham (Havilah II), using as work 
force the world community speaking Hamitic (Egyptian). God 
intervenes to subvert the effort to reduce the world to a single 
linguistic stock by causing all non-Hamites to forget the lingua 
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franca. Genesis 11:1-7 


2338. End of the sixth postdiluvian era and induction of the 
seventh sextad of the Noahic elite. Twenty-one of the Noahic elite 
reign at Kish in Akkad down to 2306. Sumerian King List, First 
Kish dynasty (6). The dynasty is dominated by “He Rules Them 
All,” Peleg-Cernunnus, the “Horned One.” Sidon begins a process 
of directing the Noahic elite to swear oaths of allegiance in 
feudal sets of eleven. He honors his father, the cursed patriarch 
Canaan, as the first of these feudal lords; and the Canaanite clan 
of Genesis 10:15-18 is the result. This clan divides the Indo- 
European stock into eleven branches and distributes them at 
eleven locations indicated by the eleven figures of the Cernunnus 
panel of the Gundrestrup Caldron. Remaining protoplasts of the 
Noahic world are assigned to these same locations, mostly in 
Sumer but also in Martu, Marhashi and Gutium. 


2338-2323. The feudal overlord Canaan reigns as first Amorite 
king Tudia at Tidnum in Martu where Semitic Amorites are 
joined by Indo-European Hittites of his son Heth. Assyrian record 
of Amorite kings who “dwelled in tents.” 


2334. At the conclusion of his reign as Etana at Kish, Noah 
withdraws Ural-Altaic colonists loyal to him rather than Canaan, 
migrates to the vicinity of Lake Urmia and founds the colony of 
Aratta. 


2338-2310. Canaan and the other three sons of Ham listed 
in Genesis 10:6 invade Subartu, conquer and drive out Noah 
from Aratta and establish a short-lived “Titanic” empire involving 
Subartu, Urartu, the Caucasus and Colchis. Their followers are 
four branches of the Centum Indo-European linguistic stock. 


2325. Birth of Nahor (Naram Sin) to Serug (Manishtushu). 
Genesis 11: 22 


2323-2208. Cush’s first vassal Seba (Shiva-Osiris-Asir-Adapa) 
reigns as Adamu at Amorite Tidnum. 


2308. End of the seventh postdiluvian era and induction of the 
eighth Noahic sextad. Sidon directs the feudal oaths of a third 
set of eleven Genesis 10 vassals consisting of seven vassals of 
Japheth and four of Japheth’s’ grandson Javan. Joktan 
(Meskiaggasher-Meshech) establishes the Sumerian dynasty of 
Eanna (First Uruk) at Uruk. Sumerian King List, Eanna dynasty 
(7). Peleg conspires with Mahadevi (Tiamat) and Nimrod (Reu) to 
lead half the world community from Sumer to a new city state at 
Aratta near Saqqez, Iran. This community consists of three stocks 
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created by the antediluvian females as representatives of their 
fathers of the first two antediluvian dynasties: Austronesians 
(Kali-Ophir), Amerindians (Mahadevi-Havilah I), Sino-Tibetans 
(Durga (Sheba-I)-Sheba I) and Finno-Ugrians (Uma-Jobab). The 
community also includes the Ural-Altaics of Noah, outraged by 
Canaan’s action against him in 2359. Marduk Epic, Tablet I, ll. 
128-151. Cush reigns as Yangi king of the Amorites at Tidnum for 
the next fifteen years. Shem’s son Uz initiates the explicit 99-year 
dynasty of Akshak recorded by the King List in the Dynasty III 
period but begun in the Dynasty I (First Kish) period. 


2302. Conflict between Uruk and Aratta in the reign of 
Meskiaggasher’s son and successor Enmerkar, as dated by 
the Egyptian tradition of the war between Horus and Seth in the 
336th year of the sun king Ra-Harakhte, dating from the 
beginning of Noah’s preparations for the Flood 120 years before 
that event. The seven vassals of Japheth serve under Shelah 
(Lugalbanda-Marduk-Horus) in the Erechite army commissioned 
to attack the rebels at Aratta, who are headed by Peleg (Kingu) 
and officered by eleven members of the family of Heth, son of 
Tiamat and Canaan. The main sources are Sumerian legends of 
the Erech-Aratta War and the climax of the Marduk Epic, Tablet 
I, ll. 128-155. 


23rd Century 
2302-2277. Founding of five Semitic cities by heirs of Shem. 


2298ff. Ham reigns as Enmebarragesi at Kish, Eber as 
Gilgamesh at Uruk and Arphaxad I as Mesannepadda at Ur. 
Hallo’s Figure 8, “generation” 4 


2296. Nahor (Naram Sin) begets Terah, Abram’s father. Genesis 
11:24 


2293ff. Ham’s son Mizraim (Amenominakanushi) reigns as 
Aka at Kish, Eber’s son Peleg as Ur-lugal at Uruk (despite his 
mythological “death” as Kingu at the close of the war) and 
Arphaxad’s son Obal (Utu) as Aannepada at Ur. Conflict breaks 
out between Aka and Gilgamesh. Hallo’s Figure 8, “generation” 
5. Togarmah reigns as Amorite King Sahlamu for the next fifteen 
years at Tidnum. In the 2120s he reappears in the Amorite 
context to reign as Birsha of Gomorrah. 


2288ff. Peleg’s son Reu (Nimrod-Sargon) reigns as 
Utulkalamma at Uruk and Obal’s son Sheleph as Meskiaggnunna 
at Ur. Hallo’s Figure 8, “generation” six 
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2283ff. The “Olympian” family of Shem (Zeus), Canaan 
(Cronus) and Sidon (Poseidon) reigns as_ Dadasig, 
Magalgalla and Kalbum at Kish. Japheth reigns as Hatanish 
(Hadoram-Saturnus) at Hamazi and Peleg as Peli at Awan in 
Elam. Hallo’s Figure 8, “generation” 7 and Figure 9, 
“generation” 1 


2278. End of the eighth postdiluvian era and induction of the 
ninth and last sextad, defining the Noahic elite at fifty-four 
persons, forty-three males and eleven females. Sidon orders 
eleven more oaths establishing the Hamites and Cushites of 
Genesis 10:6-7. In order to further humiliate Noah, he includes 
all four antediluvian males in this set of vassals. The “Olympian” 
Heth (Hades) begins his reign as Ur-Nanshe at Lagash and 
implants eleven members of his family— the eleven 
“monsters” led by his half brother Peleg-Kingu in the 
Marduk Epic— at Lagash as subsequent rulers there. He 
initiates a 90-year process of colonizing five coasts of the Arabian 
Peninsula as an intermediate step toward more distant exilic 
migration. In the same “generation” of Hallo’s Figure 9, two of 
Heth’s half-brothers, Togarmah and Peleg, reign as Tuge at Kish 
and Lugalannemundu at Adab as well as Shem as Tata at Elamite 
Awan contemporaneously with part of his reign as Harharu at 
Amorite Tidnum between 2278 and 2263. Heth, Togarmah and 
Peleg are all sons of Mahadevi-Tiamat by Canaan, Noah and Eber 
respectively. Waddell identifies Ur Nanshe (Heth) with 
Haryashva, 15th solar king of the Aryan Purana Epics. 


2278-2250. Four sons of Shem colonize Sarmatia from 
Arphaxad I’s base on the Khabur River in Padan-Aram. Their 
colonists are Satem Aryans. 


2273ff. Mizraim reigns as Mennunna (Mennunma) at Kish, Ham 
as Ilshu at Mari, Heth’s son Akurgal at Lagash, Joktan as Lugal- 
Kitun at Uruk or Ur and Cush as Ukkutahesh at Awan. Hallo’s 
Figure 9, “generations” 3. Lugalannemundu (Peleg) declares 
himself “King of Sumer and Akkad” (emperor of Mesopotamia) 
and records possessing the eight regions originally claimed by 
survivors of the Flood. This claim advances the program of 
humiliating Noah. In effect the eight antediluvians are stripped of 
their claim lands and supplanted by the fourth imperial heir 
Peleg, given father of Reu-Sargon-Nimrod, founder of the 
Akkadian Dynasty in 2244. As Lugalannemundu Peleg is 
attributed a reign of ninety years in the Sumerian King List by 
summing the seventh, eighth and ninth postdiluvian eras in 
which he reigned as “He Rules Them All” of First Kish, Itasadum 
of First Kish the lord of Aratta, Ur-lugal of Uruk, Peli of Awan 
and Lugalannemundu of Adab. 
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2268ff. Akurgal’s sons Eanatum and Enanatum I reign at Lagash 
and Shem’s son Gether as Hishur at Awan. Hallo’s Figure 9, 
“generation” 4. Eanatum wages war against Umma, Elam, Uruk, 
Ur, Akshak and other settlements. This warlike activity arose 
from the need to defend Mahadevi-Tiamat’s city of Lagash (which 
never appears in the Sumerian King List) against traditional 
adversaries of the lost cause of Aratta in which Eanatum and the 
other members of his dynasty served as the “eleven monsters.” 
The career of Eanatum is summarized in Kramer’s The 
Sumerians, 53-57. Centum Indo-European losers at Aratta 
migrate to a temporary location on the Gulf of Oman. 


2263ff. Eanatum I’s son Entemena (Enmetena) reigns at Lagash 
and Sidon’s son Zud-Susanowo as Shushuntarana at Awan. 
Hallo’s Figure 9, “generation” 5. Mizraim reigns as Mandaru of 
Amorite Tidnum for the next fifteen years. 


2258ff. Uma (Jobab) reigns as Ku-Bau at Kish, Entemena 
(Enmetena)’s son Enanatum II at Lagash and Eber as Napilhush 
at Awan. Hallo’s Figure 9, “generation” 6. Uralo-Altaics migrate 
to the coast of Hadramaut, followed by Sino-Tibetans in 2248 and 
Austronesians in 2238. 


2253ff. Uma’s antediluvian son Shem reigns as Ku-Bau’s son 
Puzur-Sin at Kish and Riphath-Seba as Kikku-siwe-tempti at 
Awan. Hallo’s Figure 9, “generation” 7 


2248ff. End of the ninth postdiluvian era. Sidon directs the 
imperial line of Shem (including his own line below Araphaxad I) 
to swear oaths of allegiance to the high gods of the Sumerian 
pantheon, equivalent to various names of God in the Hebrew Old 
Testament. This initiative is typical of Sidon’s genuine mystical 
religiosity as featured in his portrait statues as Gudea of Lagash. 
Shem’s son Gether reigns as Ur-Zababa at Kish, Ham’s son Coeus 
serves as Urukagina priest of Ningirsu at Lagash, Gomer reigns 
as Lugalure at Uruk, Shem as Lugalzagesi at Umma and Japheth 
as Luh-ishan of Awan. Shem-Lugalzagesi destroys the religious 
establishment at Lagash and is cursed by Urukagina, priest of 
the god Ningirsu. Hallo’s Figure 9, “generation” 8. Joktan reigns 
as Emsu at Amorite Tidnum for the next fifteen years. 


2244. Peleg’s nephew and heir Reu (Nimrod) comes to 
power in Agade as Sargon, establishes the Akkadian Empire 
and reigns with his sons Rimush and Serug (Manishtushu) and 
his grandson Nahor (Naram Sin) over a 56-year period until the 
end of the eleventh postdiluvian era in 2188. Sumerian King List, 
Agade dynasty (20). Waddell identifies Sargon as Sagara, 37th 
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king of the Purana Epics. At his rise in 2244 Sargon conquers 
and humiliates Shem-Lugalzagesi, whose followers the Olympians 
agree to accept banishment for the 56-year period predetermined 
for the exclusive Akkadian control of Mesopotamia. The 
Olympians replicate the eight primary cities of Sumerian in the 
Aegean Islansds and Greece at the head of Thraco-Phrygian 
colonists. They follow an isochronic process with a module of 
seven years from 2237 to 2188. 


2233. 285AF. Sargon’s conquest of Ionia (W. Anatolia) 
Sargon (Nimrod) undertakes a campaign of conquest in the west 
and defeats the inhabitants of Ionia where he is remembered as 
Ion, Orion (in Chios) and Helius (in Rhodes). His motive is to 
establish a base against the alienated Olympians in the Aegean 
Islands. He is enrolled in a set of eleven “predynastic pharaohs” 
of Egypt along with Sidon and the four vassals of Javan. Cushite 
Sabtah reigns as Harsu at Amorite Tidnum for the next fifteen 
years. 


2233-2227. Manishtushu’s rebellion against his father 
Sargon takes place. Waddell quotes a text on the rebellion from 
the Purana of the lunar line of Puru. Note that Waddell explains 
the Indian lunar-solar distinction as a result of distinct sun- 
worshipping and moon-worshipping sects among the Aryans in 
early, pre-Gangetic times. Such a dyad can be explained in 
different ways according to the lunar and solar factions in 
Mesoptamia or Egypt. Because the Egyptian moon god Zehuti 
was localized in Lower (North) Egypt and the first sun god Re- 
Atum in Upper (South)) Egypt, this Indian dyad would seem to 
echo the opposition of Horus and Seth in the two Egypts. 
Thirteen Summary Chronology 366 


2230-2209. Joktan, Sidon and Peleg colonize twenty-two 
nomes of Lower (North) Egypt at the head of Hamitic 
speakers. 


2228. Western Semites settle temporarily on a coast of the Gulf 
of Aden. 


2227-2218. Reign of Sargon’s son Rimush. This brother of 
Manishtushu is assigned nine years in the Agade section of the 
Sumerian King List but not in overlapping fashion as I suggest. 


2226. Birth of Abram in the 70th year of Terah. Genesis 11: 
26 


2218. Close of the tenth postdiluvian era. Sidon orders the 
creation of eleven more vassals consisting of Noah’s three 
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Gomerite sons and the eight vassals of Mizraim in 10:13-14. 
Ashkenaz initiates the Ural-Altaic colonization of Siberia and 
completes the process at the close of the era in 2188. Serug 
reigns as Manishtushu of Agade for the next fifteen years. The 
Sumerian King List assigns this ruler fifteen years. Noahic 
leaders form an anti-Akkadian league divided into two groups: 
twenty-one in Gutium and thirty-two along the coasts of Arabia. 
During his reign of fifteen years Manishtushu succeeds in 
conquering the thirty-two Arabian rulers and clearing his 
approach to Lower (North) Egypt by sea. Waddell identifies 
Manishtushu with Manasyu or Asa-Manja, 38th king of the 
Purana Epics. Phut establishes the Guti Dynasty and reigns as 
Imta in Gutium for the next three years. Sumerian King List, Guti 
dynasty (22). Noah reigns as Didanu in Amorite Tidnum for the 
next fifteen years where he takes on the image of the potbellied 
Indian storm god Indra, leader of Marut horsemen. He spends 
the last six of these years as Sarlagab of Gutium between 2309 
and 2303. The coordination between anti-Akkadian regimes in 
Gutium and Tidnum continues down to the time of the Abrahamic 
war in 2128. Ancestors of the Sudanics, Bantus and Khoisans of 
Africa settle on a coast of Yemen. Amerindians settle on the coast 
of Hejaz. 


2215-2209. Cush reigns as Inkishush at Gutium. Sumerian King 
List, Guti dynasty 


2209-2203. Japheth reigns as Sarlagab at Gutium. Sumerian King 
List, Guti dynasty 


2208. The colonization of Africa begins in Yemen under the 
leadership of the Mizraim clan and ends as the Olmecs settle in 
Mexico by 2168. The immediate leader in Yemen is Riphath-Seba 
under the Mizraim name Pathrus-. This patriarch returns from 
Yemen to reign in Gutium as Inimbakesh. 


2209-2189. Eber, Sargon-Reu and Shelah colonize twenty 
nomes of Upper (South)) Egypt. 


22ed Century 


2203-2188. Nahor reigns as Naram Sin of Agade for the 
balance of the primary Akkadian 56 years and is recorded in the 
Sumerian King List with a term of 56 as though reigning 
concurrently with his grandfather Sargon from the year 2244. 
The Gutian sack of Agade takes place during Naram Sin’s reign. 
Shelah reigns as Shulme in Gutium from 2203 to 2197. Sumerian 
King List, Guti dynasty. Ham reigns as Hanu of Amorite Tidnum 
for the next fifteen years. 
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2197-2191. Eber reigns as Elulumesh at Gutium. Sumerian 
Kinglist, Guti dynasty 


2191-2186. Seba reigns as Inimbakesh at Gutium. Sumerian King 
List, Guti dynasty 


2188. Close of the eleventh postdiluvian era. Sidon, functioning 
now as Kother-wa-Khasis of the Ugaritic tradition, creates “Bal’s 
Temple” by requiring oaths from eleven of Shem-Bal’s vassals in 
Genesis 10. Manishtushu and Naram Sin, leaving Agade in the 
hands of the latter’s son Sharkalisharri, now give their full 
attention to Egypt and become the first two dynastic Pharaohs of 
Manetho’s list, Menes (Aha) and Narmer (Nahor). The 30 years of 
the Fourth Dynasty of Uruk coincides with the _ twelfth 
postdiluvian era, extending from 2188 to 2158 and overlapping 
the reigns of later Akkadian rulers. Sumerian King List, Fourth 
Uruk dynasty (21). The founder of the dynasty reigns for seven 
years until 2181, the same year as Narmer (Nahor)’s massacre of 
Ham’s sons and the Javanites in the Nile Delta. Sharkalisharri 
(Abram’s father Terah) reigns for 25 years until 2163, also 
consuming most of the twelfth postdiluvian era. The four 
matriarchal stocks reach intermediate points in their cardinal 
routes: the Finno-Ugrians at the Black Sea; Sino-Tibetans in 
Scythia; Austronesians in Gedrosia or the Indus Valley; and 
Amerindians in Libya, setting the stage for Narmer (Nahor)’s 
conflict in the Delta. Japheth reigns as the Amorite king Zuabu 
over the next fifteen years. 


2188-2158. Five sons of Heth and Durga (Sheba-I) colonize 
five rivers of the Far East and appear in Chinese tradition 
as the Wu-Di. 


2187-2182. Six sons of Ham reign as Dynasty I in Egypt 
down to the eve of their murders by Pharaoh Narmer (Nahor) in 
2181. These names are determined by archaeology and pose 
contrasts to the lists of Manetho, the Abydos list and the Turin 
Canon. 


2186-2180. Gether reigns as Igeshaush in Gutium. Sumerian 
King List, Guti dynasty. 

In uniting the Two Egypts, Narmer (Nahor) confronts a western 
wing of the anti-Akkadian movement as leaders of Amerindians 
from Libya. The pharaoh defeats them in the Nile Delta and 
executes ten of the vanquished consisting of the six Titan sons of 
Ham and four vassals of Javan. This event is celebrated and 
illustrated by the Narmer (Nahor) Palette of First Dynasty Egypt. 
Urgigir reigns at Fourth Uruk from 2181 to 2175. Sumerian King 
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List, Fourth Uruk dynasty 


2180-2165. Japheth reigns in Gutium under the name Yarlagab. 
Sumerian King List, Guti dynasty 


2178. Peleg dies age 239. Genesis 11:24-25. The brevity of that 
lifespan compared with his father Eber’s longevity and the timing 
just three years after the massacre in the Nile Delta suggests a 
violent death, especially in view of the derivation of Akkadian 
power from Peleg’s status as heir of Shem’s imperial line. 
Hellenic tradition states that Phrixus (Peleg) was slain as a ritual 
sacrifice. The practice of human sacrifice among the Amerindian 
Olmecs and Aztecs suggests that such a sacrificial death might 
have been meted out in revenge against Narmer (Nahor)’s deed 
in executing the leaders of the “Libyan” Amerindians in 2181. 
Despite this possibility Peleg could just as well have died in the 
“Battle of Teutates” in which he joined forces with Shem, 
Arphaxad I, Eber, Joktan, Ashkenaz, Riphath and Togarmah 
against Narmer (Nahor). Following the battle Shem plays a role 
attributed to him in the Hellenic myth of Europa and the White 
Bull by settling in Crete with the Centum Aryans. 


2177. Peleg’s great-grandson Nahor (Narmer (Nahor)) dies 
one year later at age 148. The same argument applies to his 
death but even more so as direct retribution for the mass 
execution of 2181. The Aztecs encountered by Cortes’ army in 
1521 sacrificed large numbers of enemies taken in battle as 
though in a tradition based on the Nile Delta massacre and 
retaliatory aftermath. According to our reading of the 
Gundestrup interior base panel, Nahor was executed by Kali for 
the murder of her son Cush and others. 


2176-2164. Tubal, Meshech, Ashkenaz, Riphath and Togarmah 
reign as Dynasty II in Egypt. After the close of his reign as 
Hotepsekhemwy in 2174, Eber-Tubal reigns for most of thirty 
years from 2173 to 2133 at Tidnum as King Nuabu where he 
serves as viceroy for King Abazu, Ashkenaz, during the latter’s 
Amerindian expedition. 


2175-2169. Noah reigns as Kudda (Kudai Bai Ulgon) of Fourth 
Uruk down to the year prior to his death. Sumerian King List, 
Fourth Uruk dynasty 


2174. Arphaxad I settles on the Upper Danube as the god 
Saturnus with the Italic branch of the Indo-European stock. 


2170-2160. Japheth’s primary vassals (lacking Madai) colonize 
Celtic Western Europe. 
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2169-2164. Shem reigns as Puzur-ili of Fourth Kish. Sumerian 
King List, Fourth Kish dynasty. Shem, Ham and Japheth begin 
the first stage of Amerindian colonization. After circumnavigating 
the West Coast of Africa and settling the Sudanics, Bantus and 
Khoisans at the Niger, they follow the approximate latitude of 8 
degrees north to the coast of French Guiana where Japheth as 
the Inca god Inti plants the Caribs, Amazonians, Andeans and 
Pampean Indians. Ham and Shem proceed to Guatemala where 
Ham settles the Mesoamericans. Shem then completes the 
process by settling ancestors of the Native North Americans at 
the Mississippi Delta. The three antediluvian males then recross 
the Atlantic, return to Egypt and Gutium and send Ashkenaz, 
Riphath and Togarmah to continue the process of colonizing the 
Americas. The “fifth age” of the Aztec tradition lasts from 2238 to 
2168 but is then interpreted as status quo after Noah’s death in 
2168. 


2168. Noah dies at age 950, the last 350 of which elapses after 
the Flood. Genesis 9:28-29. In Egypt the myth-maker Sidon (god 
Ptah) draws on these bracket dates from the life of Noah to 
construct the mythical chronology of the Old Kingdom as given in 
the Royal Turin Canon and Manetho where 955 years are 
assigned to the Old Kingdom and 350 to the pre-dynastic period. 
This mythology was created to confirm Sidon’s belief that he was 
Apsu II or Noah’s supplanter as explained in the first 77 lines of 
the Marduk Epic. 


2166 [Abraham born?] 


2165-2162. Noah’s son Riphath reigns as Ibate of Gutium. 
Sumerian King List, Guti Dynasty. Thereafter he joins his half- 
brothers Ashkenaz and Togarmah in colonizing the Americas. 
Togarmah dies shortly after reaching the South American 
protoplast in Guiana. 


2165-2155. Vassals of Aram-Joktan (Odin) colonize Germany and 
the Danube. 


2164-2158. After returning from the Mediterranean, Arphaxad I 
reigns as Ur-Utu of Fourth Uruk. Sumerian King List, Fourth 
Uruk dynasty 


2164-2152. Sidon and the four surviving Shemite vassals of 
Genesis 10:22 reign as Dynasty III in Egypt. 


2162. Ashkenaz begins the North American colonization program 
by migrating across the 30th parallel of north latitude from the 
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Mississippi Delta to Baja California. The entire process lasts two 
decades from 2162 to 2142. While Ashkenaz crosses to the West 
Coast, Dakotans migrate up the Mississippi and Missouri to the 
Great Plains. 


2159-2158. Japheth’s son Magog reigns as Kurum of Gutium. 
Sumerian King List, Guti dynasty 


2158. End of the twelfth postdiluvian era 360 years after 
the Flood and a decade after the death of Noah. Sidon 
completes the feudal system of Genesis 10 by adding eleven 
members of the Joktanite clan including the four antediluvian 
females. Shelah, becomes “Belus King of Egypt” under the names 
Djoser and Horus Neterirykhet and builds the primary Step 
Pyramid at Sakkara, celebrating six 60-year periods of world 
population growth from the Flood to 2158. At some time after the 
close of the overlapping Fourth Uruk dynasty, Arphaxad I and his 
son-in-law Sidon act as Ur-Bau and Gudea, governors of Lagash 
but still under the domination of the Gutians. The striking diorite 
portrait statues of Gudea give an idea of Sidon-Enki-Ptah, 
Poseidon of the Hellenes. Gudea’s mystical visionary dream 
celebrates Sargon-Nimrod’s career as the “chief warrior of Enlil” 
in winning Mesopotamia for the Akkadians and including among 
the victors the “Flood Wave” of Sumer and Lion of Egypt. 


2158-2154. Ashkenaz leads the Amerindian expedition from Baja 
California to the Mackenzie River in Canada. Simultaneously Uto- 
Aztecans migrate up the the Colorado River to eastern Utah and 
western Colorado. 


2154-2150. Ashkenaz’ core of the Amerindian expedition 
migrates from the Mackenzie to Lake Ontario and New York. 
Simultaneously a division of the Algonquian stock dominated by 
the Cree migrates from the Mackenzie to Lake Superior. 


2152-2140. Japheth, two sons and two grandsons reign in Egypt 
as the chief Pyramid Dynasty IV: Snefru, Khufu, Redjedef, Khafre 
and Menkaure. Snefru (JJapheth) builds three pyramids: the one 
at Medum, the Bent Pyramid at Dahshur and the North Stone 
Pyramid also at Dahshur. His successor Khufu (Gomer) builds the 
largest of the pyramids at Giza. Khufu’s name Khnum-Khufwy 
incorporates the pantheon name of his half-brother Arphaxad I, 
the goat-headed wheel god of Egypt, Khnum. The next ruler of 
the dynasty Redjedef (Javan) leaves the unfinished pyramid at 
Abu Rawwash. Japheth’s grandson Arurim— son of the deceased 
Madai— as Khafre builds a second pyramid complex at Gizah 
incorporating the Sphinx, which may have been constructed in 
antediluvian times. The next important ruler, Japheth’s son 
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Magog as Menkaure (“Horizon of Re”), builds a third pyramid at 
Gizah, smaller but of more costly material. Before their reigns at 
Memphis, Arurim and Ibranum reign respectively in the late 
2150s. Also in Iran Japheth takes up his role as Elamite ruler 
Chedorlaomer, “Servant of Lagomar” -- an Elamite version of 
Gomer, Llyr father of the Lurs of Luristan. Elam was the original 
land claim of Japheth’s wife Kali (Egyptian Bast of Bubastis in the 
Delta). 


2151. At age 75 Abram is commanded by God to leave 
Haran for Canaan. Genesis 12:1-4. This change complements 
the anti-Akkadian implications of the submission of five Western 
Semite kings to four kings of the east in Genesis 14:1-4— 
background for the Abrahamic war of that chapter. 


2150-2148. Ham reigns as Hablum (Havilah I) of Gutium. He is 
succeeded by Shem as “son” or vassal Puzur-Sin between 2148 
and 2141. Sumerian King List, Guti dynasty. By the close of this 
period Ham and Shem move from Iran to Canaan in order to 
recruit Western Semites to serve the anti-Akkadian cause of 
Gutium. Taking on new political identities as Bera king of Sodom 
and Melchizedek of Salem, the two succeed in the recruitment 
endeavor by persuading four western kings in addition to Ham- 
Bera to submit as vassals to four eastern kings in the year 2141. 
Genesis 14:4. Between 2150 and 2146, Ashkenaz completes the 
final step of the North American colonization process by leading 
Muskhogeans from Lake Ontario back to the Gulf of Mexico. 
Simultaneously Algonquians dominated by the Shawnees migrate 
from Lake Superior to the Ohio River. 


2148. Reu (Sargon-Nimrod) dies at age 239. Genesis 11:21. 
Waddell claims that he is buried at the royal necropolis at Abydos 
in Lower (North) Egypt. Reu had reigned as Pharaoh Huni of 
Dynasty III. 


2143-2128. After Ashkenaz returns from North America to 
conclude his abstract reign as Amorite Abazu, Shelah reigns as 
Amorite Belu over these years down to the year of the Abrahamic 
war involving Amorite Sodom. 


2141-2134. After finishing his term as Abazu of Tidnum, 
Ashkenaz reigns as Yarlaganda of Gutium. The Iranian-Amorite 
alliance against Mesopotamia is still very much in play in these 
years. 


2129-2128. Up to this point, the nine kings of the alliance of 
Genesis 14:4 have represented another attempt by Japheth to 
rally what remains of the Noahic elite in order to strengthen the 
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Gutian cause against the Akkadians. The five western kings are 
Ham as Bera (Enmebaraggesi) of Sodom; Togarmah (Pyrshak 
Khan) as Birsha king of Gomorrah; Shinab of Admah; Eber as 
Shemeber of Zeboiim; and the king of Bela (Zoar). The four 
eastern kings are Shelah as Amraphel of Shinar (Utuhegal of 
Sumer); Arioch of Ellasar; Japheth as Kedorlaomer of Elam and 
Tidal of the Goiim (Gutians). In 2129 the westerners rebel 
against the alliance; and in 2128 the easterners invade the west, 
sack Sodom, carry off Lot and are pursued and defeated by 
Abram. 


2127-2119. Recognizing the weakness of the Gutians, Shelah 
throws off the Gutian yoke, restores Sumerian independence and 
reigns as Utuhegal of Fifth Uruk. Sumerian King List, Fifth Uruk 
dynasty (23) 


2125. Serug (Manishtushu) dies at age 230. Genesis 11:22- 
23. Waddell claims that he dies during a maritime expedition in 
Ireland and that his tomb in the royal necropolis at Abydos is a 
cenotaph. 


2119-2001. Returning from the Amorite west, Ham founds the 
Third Ur dynasty in Sumer and restores the religious cults of the 
cities of Sumer as he remembered them from their foundation in 
the process leading to his Tower of Babel fiasco. He builds the 
great lunar temple at Ur. 


2101-2011. Ur-Nammu’s successors at Third Ur fall outside the 
scope of this study because none of them belonged among the 
Noahic elite. Ur-Nammu’s son and successor Shulgi could not 
have been one of the elite since all four of the Hamites of Genesis 
10:6 were slain in 2181. 


2091. Abraham’s father Terah dies at age 205 at Harran. 
Genesis 11:32 


2078. Shem’s first son and heir Arphaxad I dies at age 438. 
Genesis 11:12-13 


2051. Abraham dies at age 175. Genesis 25:6 

2048. Shelah— Akkadian Marduk, victor in the Uruk-Aratta War 
— dies at age 433. Genesis 11:14-15 

Thirteen Summary Chronology 372 


2016. Noah’s antediluvian son and spiritual ally Shem dies at 
age 600. Genesis 11:10-11 
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2011-1808. Despite appearing as the last dynasty of the 
Sumerian King List, the Isin dynasty lies outside the scope of this 
study as too late to include members of the Noahic elite of 
Genesis 10. Sumerian King List, Isin dynasty (25) 


1987. Shelah’s son Eber— Sumerian Gilgamesh— dies at age 
464, closing the early postdiluvian age. Genesis 11:16-17 


Appendix I: 
An Analysis of Pantheons 


In order to sequence each pantheon by a standard format, 
the Noahic elite are grouped in eight families based on the 
diluvian ogdoad. The four antediluvian males are grouped with 
their chief offspring and vassals. The imperial group of the 
Inanna succession reflects Kali because of the way her son Eber 
and grandson Reu-Nimrod break into the line. Sidon’s family 
reflects his mother-grandmother Uma. Arphaxad I’s family 
consists of Joktanite vassals including himself. As Durga (Sheba- 
I)’s son he represents her. Mahadevi is represented by the 
antediluvian tetrad named for her. 


Sumero-Accadian: 


Noah Ziusudra 
Uta-napishtim 
Apsu 

Riphath (Seba) Dumuzi-abzu (male version) 

Shem Ishkur 
Mummu 

Uz Martu 

Ham Dumuzi the Shepherd 
Tammuz 
Anshar 

Cush Enlil 
Ellil 

Canaan An 
Anu 

Japheth Ningishzida 

Sidon Enki 
Ea 
Nudimmud 

Uzal Inanna 
Ishtar 

Shelah Lugalbanda 
Asalluhe 
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Eber 
Peleg 


Nimrod 
Tarshish 
Arphaxad I 
Obal 
Sheba I 
Ophir 
Havilah I 


Jobab 
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Marduk 
Gilgamesh 
Nergal 
Irra (Gira) 
Kingu 
Ninurta 
Ningirsu 
Sargon 
Enkidu 
Nanna 
Suen 
Utu 
Shamash 
Ninhursag 


Dumuzi-abzu (female version) 


Ereshkigal 
Tiamat 
Ishara 
Kishar 
Nammu 
Nanshe 
Ningal 
Ningirda 
Shara 


Babylonian-Assyrian: 


Noah 
Shem 
Uz 
Ham 
Cush 
Canaan 
Sidon 
Uzal 
Shelah 
Eber 
Peleg 
Nimrod 


Jobab 


Odakon 
Ramman 
Umman 
Tammuz 
Ellil 

Anu 

Ea 
Ishtar 
Marduk 
Nabu (Nebo) 
Nergal 

? Asshur 
Ninib 
Nina 


West and South Semitic: 


Noah 


Hamath 


Dagan 
Siton 
Anath 
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Shem Aliyan Bal 
Adad 
Uz Martu 
Mash Math 
Ham Thammuz 
Sidon Kother-wa-khasis 
Uzal Astarte 
Shelah Tr-Il 
Eber Yamm 
Peleg Resheph 
Joktan Melgart 
Hazarmaveth Mot 
Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] Athtar 
Hadoram Yerikh 
Obal Hobal 
Egyptian: 
Noah Nu/Nun 
Geb 
Riphath Osiris-Asir 
Togarmah Anhur 
Horus the Elder 
Sokar 
Arvad- Isis 
Zemar- Neith 
Hamath- (Naphtuh-)Nephthys 
Sabtah Sopdu 
Horus the Younger 
Shem Amun 
Hul Kemur 
Ham Heh 
Shu 
Zehuti 
Mizraim Min 
Phut Un 
Japheth Kek 
Atum-Re 
Re-Harakhte 
Gomer Mont 
Magog Anubis 
Sidon Ptah 
Uzal Sekhmet 
Shelah Nefertum 
Eber Bull of the Desert 
Peleg Sobek 
Joktan Bes 
Nimrod Amun-Re 
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Anam Ma’at 
Hadoram Khnum 
Sheba I Amaunet 
Hathor 
Ophir Kauket 
Bastet 
Havilah I Naunet 
Uadjet 
Jobab Hauhet 
Nekhebet 
African: 
Eber Ebore 
Fa 
Mbori 
Joktan Esu 
Nimrod Olorun 


Indian, Iranian, and Elamite: 


Noah Indra 

. Vishnu-narayana (Vishnu-I) 

Ashkenaz Vishnu (Vishnu-I) 

Riphath Shiva 
Pashupati 

Sabtah Ganesha 

Sin- Lakshmi 

Arvad- Parvati 

Zemar- Ganga 

Hamath- Saraswati 

Shem Brahma 

Uz Human 

Ham Kama 
Jemshid 

Japheth Prajapati 

Gomer Himavan 
Lagomar 

Magog Rudra 

Madai Ahura Mazda 

Javan Soma 

Sidon Kasyapa 

Uzal Diti (Aditi) 

Shelah Surya 
Daksha II 

Eber Tamas 

Peleg Bhrigu 
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Joktan Kubera 


Nimrod Ahriman 
Varuna 

Sheba I Durga (Sheba-I) 

Ophir Kali 

Havilah I Mahadevi 

Jobab Uma 


Ural-Altaic and Finno-Ugrian: 


Noah Kudai Bai Ulg6n (Bai Ulgan) 
Ukko 

Ashkenaz Yasil Kan 

Riphath Kara Khan 

Togarmah Pyrshak Khan 

Sabtah Karsit 

Shem Tos Khan 

Ham Kirghiz Khan 

Cush Karakus 
Tapio 

Mizraim Amenominakanushi 

Canaan Tan-Gun 

Japheth Suilap 

Sidon Izanagi 

Peleg Puru Kan 

Elishah Alkhla (Aliche) 

Zud- Susanowo 

Anam- Amaterasu 

Havilah I Kanym 
Nagyboldogasszony 


Chinese, Austroasiatic, Andamese, Austronesian, and 
Australian: 


Noah Baiame 
Riphath Daramulun 
Olifat 
Shem Phra Ram 
Ham Ao-Ping 
Rangi (Raki) 
Cush Ao-Shun 
Tane-mahuta 
Kane 
Mizraim Ao-Jun 
Tangaroa 
Phut Ao-Chin 


Tangaroa (?) 
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Canaan 
Japheth 
Heth 
Peleg 


Hadoram 
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Ao-Kwang 
Tu-matuenga 
Ku 
Phra Lak 
Er-Lang 
Lang 
Puluga 
Karaduku 
Jade Emperor 


Hittite, Hurrian and Urartian 


Noah Anu 
Alalu 

Shem Great Storm God (Uunna) 
Kumarbi (Shem) 
Taru 

Hul Khaldi 

Sidon Tasmisu 

Heth Hedammu 

Shelah bee of Hannahanna 
Kazalu 

Eber Agilim 

Peleg Telipinu 
Tessub 

Joktan Aranzah 

Havilah I Kamrusepa 

Jobab Hannahanna 


Hellenic and Thraco-Phrygian 


Noah 
Ashkenaz 
Riphath-Seba 


Sin- Y 
Arvad- B 
Zemar- R 
Hamath- W 
Shem 


Uz 


Hul Hyllus 


Gether 


Ham 


Inachus 

Pelasgus 

Dionysus 

Sabazius 

Demeter (Roman Ceres) 

Aphrodite (Roman Venus).... d. Gaia or Dione 
Hestia (Roman Vesta) ....d. of Maia/ Leto 
Hera (Juno) ..... d. of Rhea (Jobab) 

Zeus-I 

Herakles-I 

Dardanus 

Scythes 


Agathyrsus 
Arcas 
Uranus 
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Cush 


Mizraim 
Canaan 


Japheth 
Gomer 
Sidon 
Heth 
Uzal 
Shelah 


Eber 


Peleg 


Hero. ] 
Joktan 


Tiras 
Nimrod 


Elishah 
Tarshish 
Kitt- 
Rodan- 
Almodad 
Sheleph 
Jerah 
Hadoram 
Obal 
Ophir 
Havilah I 


Jobab 


Hellen 
Hermes 
Hyperion 
Xuthus 

Pan 
Oceanus 
Achaeus 
Cronus 
Dorus 
Lacedaemon 
Himerus 
Poseidon 
Hades (Roman Pluto) 
Artemis (Roman Diana) 
Ares 

Belus 
Athamas 
Atys 
Prometheus 
Hephaestus 
Phrixus 
Lydus 


[“NASREN”- Circassian “Prometheus”, 


Melicertes 
Car 
Tyrsenus 
Helius 

Orion 

Ion 

Agenor 
Phoenix 
Cadmus 
Danaus 
Orpheus 
Asklepius 
[Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] Assaracus 
Erichthonius 
Apollo 

Gaia 

Maia 

Leto 

Rhea 

Cybele 


Latin and Etruscan 


Noah 


Neptunus 


492 


Nart 


Riphath 
Shem 
Ham 
Cush 
Shelah 
Eber 
Peleg 


Joktan 
Nimrod 
Hadoram 
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Fufluns 
Jupiter 
Mercury 
Quirinus 
Picus 
Faunus 
Latinus 
Vulcan 
Tin 
Mars 
Saturnus 


Celtic/Welsh [Mabinogian tradition] 


Noah 
Shem 


Mash 
Ham 
Mizraim 
Japheth 


Gomer 
Javan 
Uzal 
Eber 
Peleg 


Joktan 
Hadoram 
Sheba I 
Havilah I 
Jobab 


Gundestrup God of the Boar-Holding Men 
Teutates 

Gundestrup God of the Two Stags 
Mathonwy 

Math 

Gundestrup God of the Two Dragons 
Mynogan 

Lugh 

Gundestrup God of the Mutilated Envoi 
Llyr 

Bran 

Medb 

Poch 

Cernunnus 

Fergus (Fercos) 

Caradawg 

Esus 

Taranis 

Gundestrup Goddess of the Trinity Panel 
Gundestrup Braided Goddess 
Gundestrup Goddess of the Sphinx Panel 


Teutonic [Norse/Icelandic: Elder & Younger Eddas] 


Shem 
Uz 

Hul 
Mash 
Cush 
Canaan 


Japheth 
Gomer 


Hullr 


Thor (Sig) 
Magni 


Madhe 

Vidar 

Tue (Tyr) 

Farbauti 

Fornjot 

Hler/Egir (Gymir), s. of Fornjot 
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Bor/Borr [Poss. Eddic Njord?], s. of Buri 
[Borr, with Bestla, daughter of the Giant Bolthorn, had three 


Magog Kari 

Madai Logi 

Sidon Loki, s. of Tyr/Tue 
Shelah Buri, s. of Loki 
Eber 

sons, named Odin, Vili, and Ve. ] 
Peleg 


Joktan Odin, s. of Bor 
Nimrod Hoenir ] 
Balto-Slavic 
Noah Menulis 
Ashkenaz Yarilo 
Zemar- Zemyna 
Shem Sem (Argl) 
Tar 
Ham Veles 
Cush Chernobog 
Phut Stribog 
Canaan Byelobog 
Japheth Svarog 
Gomer Dazhbog 
Magog Svantovit 
Madai Svarogich 
Shelah Rugievit 
Tukla 
Babilos (Bubilas) 
Eber Volkh 
Peleg Perkuna 
Giraitis 
Joktan Mihula 
Havilah I Saule 
North American 
Noah Glooskap 
Ashkenaz Wakan-Tanka (Wakanda) 
Wabasso 
Kanati 
Kwikumat 
Skan 
Riphath Chakekenapok 
Togarmah Chipiapoos 
Shem Hangwehdiyu 


Frey, s. of [Eddas’ say Njord] Bor 
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Ham Hangwehdaetgah 
Phut Nanabozho (Manabozho) 
Canaan Tirawa 
Japheth Maslum (Malsumis) 
Sidon Pah 
Sint-Holo 
Peleg Ioskeha 
Joktan Tawiskara 
Emisee (Esaugetah) 
Zud- Sosondowah 
Jobab Shakaru 
Mesoamerican 
Noah Itzamna 
Ashkenaz Ix 
Quetzalcoatl 
Riphath Mulac 
Tlaloc 
Mictlantecuhtli 
Togarmah Kan 
Xiuhtecuhtli 
Shem Ometeotl 
Ham Cauca 
Mixcoatl 
Cush Hunab-Ku 
Tezcatlipoca 
Phut Xolotl 
Yacatecuhtli 
Canaan Huitzilopochtli 
Japheth Tonatiuh 
Havilah I Cihuacoatl 


South American 


Riphath Tamula 

Ham Tamusi 

Cush Tupan 

Phut Iae 

Canaan Aiomun-Kondi 
Guaran 

Japheth Inti 

Gomer Kon 

Magog Mango-Capac 
Hurricano 
Kari 

Madai Pachacamac 
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Heth Oman 
Peleg Pillan 


Appendix II: 
The Problem of Japheth and Kali 


Japheth and Kali are presented as a diluvian couple both as 
Kek and Kauket of the Egyptian Ogdoad and Lahmu and Lahamu 
of the Marduk Epic. Yet this couple failed to generate a single 
member of the Noahic elite. This anomaly is readily apparent in 
the Great Ennead where Japheth generates a family without 
access to a woman. Clearly this mythology conceals some strange 
circumstance in Japheth’s genetic history. His offspring in 
Genesis 10:2 are free from Kali’s influence as though she were 
deliberately omitted from union with Japheth. She enters 10:2, 
however, through the final three vassals beginning with Tubal- 
Eber, her son by Shelah. This indirect approach to the family 
reinforces the premise that Japheth and Kali were under some 
disciplinary prohibition. 

In the antediluvian period Noah’s family was designed 
deliberately as a kosmos of eight persons, a theocratic plenitude 
complete at just eight. Humanity dictated that Noah’s sons avoid 
begetting antediluvian children only to see them die in the Flood. 
If Japheth and Kali violated that ban and lost such children, Noah 
would punish them by prohibiting them from starting another 
family after the Flood. Kali’s loss of antediluvian children 
explains her Indian character as the lurid goddess of death. She 
and Japheth may never have generated postdiluvian children; but 
even if they did, these were never granted the status of Noahic 
elite. Shelah’s role in begetting Japheth’s heir Tubal added force 
to Sidon’s grandiose concept of supplanting Noah as the 
patriarch of postdiluvian mankind. Shelah stood in the place of 
Japheth and therefore his father Sidon was equivalent to 
Japheth’s father Noah. 


Appendix III: 
Tribal Divisions of Northern Albania 


Carleton S. Coon’s The Races of Europe presents “Tribal 
Divisions of Northern Albania” in Map 15. A complete text of the 
book, including the map, is available at 
www.snpa.nordish.net/racesofeurope.htm. 

The tribal and provincial names in this map readily form a Noahic 
pattern based chiefly on Shem’s imperial line from Arphaxad I 
through Eber and excluding the generation of Peleg and Joktan. 
The geographic pattern formed by the northern Albanian 
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provinces can be outlined schematically: 


Malsia Jakoves 
Dukagin 
Puka 
Zadrima Mirdita 
Luma 
Mati 
Dibra 


The tribes are distributed as follows: the Has in the southeastern 
corner of Malsia Jakoves north of Luma and bordering on Old 
Serbia; the Shala in the north of Dukagin and Shoshi farther 
south; the Fan on the eastern border of Puka and Mirdita near 
the border of Luma; in Mirdita, the Spac in the northwestern 
corner; Dibri and Kushnen in the southwest and Orosh to the 
southeast; and the Thkella and Mat to the north and south in 
Mati. 

The provinces Zadrima and Puka and the Fan tribe match the 
key Italic geneology of Saturnus-Hadoram, Picus and Faunus 
representing Arphaxad I, Shelah and Eber. The entire system 
places its highest emphasis on the culminating figure of Eber- 
Tubal-Elam. The province of Luma just to the east of the Fan in 
Mirdita matches Lumma, Sumerian label for the land of Elam 
east of Sumer. Elam is the name taken by Eber in Genesis 10:22. 
The names Tubal and Eber are recoconciled in a form “Thiber” 
matched here by the Dibri and province of Dibra. The eastern 
provinces of Luma and Dibri are complementary in the same way 
that the Elamites and Apiru are complementary in Lumma. 

The only one of these Albanian names requiring an identity 
not yet introduced in this study is the central province of Mirdita. 
This name is equivalent to Celtic Myrddan or “Merlin” as 
equivalent to Sidon-Loki, who practices magic as Nudimmud in 
the Marduk Epic. Sidon’s son Shelah is represented by the Shala 
in Dukagin and the province of Puka, equivalent to Italic Picus. 
The Italics and Celts complement the Albanians as the next two 
Centum Aryan races to the west of the Hellenes. 

Sidon’s brother Heth-Hades is represented both by the Has 
in the southeastern corner of Malsia Jakoves and by the Orosh, 
suggesting a reduction from Ur-Nanshe, in Mirdita. Shelah 
reappears under his Joktanite name Diklah or Tukla as the 
Thkella of northern Mati. The Mat tribe matches British-Syrian 
Math son of Shem. The overall perspective of the provinces 
Zadrima, Puka, Mirdita, Luma and Mati corresponds to the 
ethnography of the Noahic heartland with Hadoram-Arphaxad I’s 
Zadrima lying to the west in keeping with the West Semitic 
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Hebrews built up by Arphaxad in Padan-Aram. Puka places 
Shelah-Picus in a north central location equivalent to Akkad, the 
land of Shelah-Marduk. Mirdita equates Sumer with Sidon-Enki, 
“Lord of the Land” of Sumer. 

Luma and Dibra correspond to Elam and Anshan east of Sumer; 
and the Mat in Mati, to the Bathanaei of Mash at the 
southernmost point of the Hittite “swastika” colonization process 
prior to 2278. 

The Spacg of northwestern Mirdita fall in with Martu as 
embodied in the Amorite patriarch Riphath-Seba, Thracian 
Sabazius. The position of Orosh in southeastern Mirdita agrees 
with the eastern location of Ur-Nanshe’s Lagash in Sumer. The 
Has, north of Luma, suggest a “Hittite” conquest of Gutium in the 
period of the swastika system. In Chapter Four we have located 
the Albanian protoplast at Ur, city of Nanna-Arphaxad. This 
location is deduced from the relative position of the Dolphin and 
Rider of the Cernunnus panel at Eridu and Ur— the cities of 
Mirdita-Sidon-Enki and Zadrima-Hadoram-Nanna. Thus these 
two provinces might be regarded as the “Sumerian” core of the 
northern Albanian system as memorialized at a time when Indo- 
Europeans inhabited the lands of Sumer, Akkad, Elam and Martu. 

Note that the match between Heth and Orosh adds weight to 
Waddell’s reading of “Ur-Nanshe” as “Uruash,” counterpart to 
his Indo-Aryan Haryashwa. The Shoshi in southern Dukagin 
appear to represent Shushuntarana-Susuda, Sidon-Izanagi’s son 
Susanowo. The northern Albanian system can be tabulated as 
follows: 


Genesis 10 Alternative Name Province 
Tribe 
Arpahaxad Hadoram, Zadri 
I Saturnus, ma 
Adranus 
Mash Math Mati Mat 
Sidon Myrddan Mirdit 
a 
Heth Hades Has 
Uruash Orosh 
Shelah Shala 
Diklah, Tukla Thkella 
Eber Tubal Dibra Dibri 
Faunus Fan 
Elam, Lumma Luma 


Appendix IV: 
A Selection of Constructs 
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Noah. The Ukko Construct. 

Jacob Bryant suggested in the 1770s that Noah should be 
identified with the Philistine fish god Dagan. He was influenced 
by the name Odakon appearing in the Babylonian kinglist of 
Berosus. Later Dagan was identified as a god of Ugarit and father 
of Aliyan Bal, whose identity with Shem confirms Bryant’s theory 
of Dagan. A variant name of Dagan, Siton, matches the Sitones or 
Finns, a people of the Finno-Ugrian, western branch of the Ural- 
Altaics. That stock worshiped God as An, using the same name 
for the heaven god as the Sumerians, themselves a branch of the 
Ural-Altaics. The Finnish sky god is named Ukko, suggestive of 
the Sumerian ruler Ukush, father of Lugalzagesi, one of Shem’s 
most important identities in determining his history. 

The name Ukko reappears as Waddell’s Ukhu City, taken 
from a Sumerian King List fragment. Because that fragment 
contains some of the same names as rulers of Akshak, the name 
“Ukhu” might be viewed as a mistaken reading for Akshak. The 
close match between Ukhu and Ukko, however, lends weight to 
Waddell’s view that “Ukhu City” was separate from Sumerian 
Akshak. Waddell identifies as founder of Ukhu City the first ruler 
of the Indo-Aryan kinglist named Ikshvaku in both branches of 
the solar line. If Ikshvaku is read with a back vowel, Akshvaku 
readily yields the name Akshak. Thus Akshak appears to replicate 
Ukhu City according to a Sumerian attempt to reproduce the 
Indo-Aryan name of its first ruler, a version of Noah. 


Noah-Indra. The Didanu Construct. 
An equation between Noah and the East Indian storm god Indra 
is based on several lines of reasoning. In the revolution of 
Genesis 9:26 Noah blesses the “Yahweh Elohim of Shem,” 
combining the names of Shem’s ancestral God Yahweh with 
Ham’s ancestral God Elohim. Psalm 18 confirms the symbolic 
association between the divine name Yahweh and storm imagery. 
As priest of Yahweh, Shem appears as a storm god in many 
cultures. The name Indra, however, attaches to Noah rather than 
Shem because Shem appears separately in the Indian pantheon 
as Brahma, creator of the Indo-European stock. He also figures 
as the Indian sky god Dyaus equivalent to Hellenic Zeus. By 
blessing the “Yahweh Elohim of Shem,” Noah transferred to the 
storm ethos to himself just as the sky ethos was later transferred 
to Shem-Melchizedek as priest of El Elyon. In confirmation of 
these identities, Indian artists portray Indra as a potbellied figure 
as though to acknowledge Noah’s greater age than other male 
Noahic elite. 

The second part of this construct involves the Amorite race 
and Cushite clan. Waddell, reasoning from the presence of Indo- 
Aryan rulers in Phoenicia and Mitanni, identifies the Amorites 
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with the dashing “Maruts” who follow Indra. The name relevant 
to Noah in the Amorite kinglist is Didanu, a cognate to Dedan, 
one of the vassals of Cush in Genesis 10:7. Separate constructs 
identify the first Cushite vassal Seba with the Amorite ruler 
Adamu and the second Havilah-Ham, with Hanu. Further study 
reveals that entire tetrad of antediluvian males is embedded in 
the Cushite clan, reinforcing the equations among Noah, Dedan 
and Didanu. The clan consists of the four antediluvian males, 
Noah’s son Riphath-Seba, his grandson Sabtah-Ganesha and the 
most pivotal of all the elite, Peleg as Sabtecah. The clan is 
subordinated to Cush as the priest of Enlil, the proper Semitic 
God name Elohim, whose language was spoken from the earliest 
colonizing days in Amorite Martu. Noah’s blessing of the 
“Yahweh Elohim” of Shem required his membership in this 
Semitic core group as well as his identity as a “storm god” in 
Yahweh’s service. While readers of Genesis 19 have reason to 
abominate the Amorites, they must realize that the Amorites of 
Martu are the earliest Semitic nation on record. Traditional 
veneration of the Semitic linguistic stock— based on the Hebrew 
language of the Old Testament— must contend with the antiquity 
of the Amorites and with Noah’s identity as their ruler Didanu. 


Noah. The Etana-Balih Construct. 


Noah and Shem appear together in many traditions as isolated 
father and son. The most dramatic of these duos is Apsu and his 
ally Mummu in the Marduk Epic. Another is Dagan and Aliyan 
Bal of Ugarit; and a third is Ukush and Lugalzagesi of Umma. 
The same occurs in the opening First Kish Dynasty where Noah 
and Shem appear together as the hero ruler Etana and his son 
and successor Balih. Hallo places these two rulers at the 
chronological outset of the dynasty. Etana’s “ascent to heaven” 
calls to mind the Anship, which played such a central role in 
Noah’s history. The Sumerian name Etana is probably cognate 
with his Cushite-Amorite name Dedan-Didanu. 


Shem. The Dadasig Construct. 

Shem’s primary association with the Storm principle of the Indo- 
Europeans results in his identity with the Teutonic Thor, named 
Sig in the Eddic tradition of Iceland. The Eddic is based on a 
Teutonic word equivalent to the German Sieg meaning “victory.” 
In effect that word translates the Hebrew shem, meaning “name” 
but connoting victory. The concept of victory implies heroic 
struggle of the sort attributed to Shem both as Hellenic Herakles 
and Syrian Aliyan Bal-Adad. No matter what the etymology of the 
Sumerian name Dadasig, it clearly compounds Aryan “Sig” with 
“Dada,” a variant of Adad in Semitic Syria. Thus the name not 
only links Shem to the storm ethos but does so, not in terms of 
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Sumerian Ishkur, but as a doubly foreign name symbolizing 
Shem’s dual control of Semites and Indo-Europeans as depicted 
in the Hirshnatur panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. 


Ham. The Havilah Construct. 

The name Havilah appears twice in Genesis 10, first as a vassal 
of Cush and then as a vassal of Joktan. The name also 
corresponds to one of the antediluvian lands named in Genesis 2 
as complementary to the land of Cush-Ethiopia. These lands have 
always been synonymous with the Semitic linguistic stock 
associated in the Bible with Ham’s son Canaan. The context of 
the Cushite clan in 10:7 requires that Ham, as an antediluvian 
male, identify with one of these vassals. As Havilah he 
complements the Joktanite Havilah in the same way as the two 
Shebas of the two clans. The Havilah-Sheba section of the 
Joktanite list is to the antediluvian females what 10:7 is to the 
males. The Havilah duo makes sense as a mother-son pair 
sourced in Semitic, antediluvian Havilah-Arabia. The relevant 
pair is Noah’s wife Mahadevi of the Arabian Braided Goddess 
panel and Ham of the Dragon panel. The cartographic dimension 
of these panels both refer to the Arabian peninsula. 


Ham. The Titan-Olympian Construct. 
This construct begins with the observation that Canaan’s sons 


Sidon and Heth bear names resembling those of the Olympians 
Poseidon and Hades, sons of the Titan Cronus. The pair is 


reinforced by the Sidones and Chatti of Ptolemy’s chart of 
Germany. Cronus is one of the four chief Titan sons of the heaven 
Titan Uranus. As Uranus, Ham answers to Polynesian Raki, who 
declares, “J must be lifted up” to form the sky. The implication 
is that the protean Ham, like Noah and Canaan, claimed the 
Anship for himself. The occasion was his Tower of Babel fiasco 
when the the Tower was “built to heaven,” that is, a temple to the 
heaven god An. The tradition that Cronus killed his father 
Uranus alludes to the same event as Ham’s “death” to his 
identity as Dumuzi the Shepherd. Because Cronus proves to 
be Canaan, the myth also alludes to Canaan’s assumption of 
the Anship in 2359, twenty-one years before the Tower of 
Babel. An implication is that Ham’s Titan sons may have been 
acting independently of him in forming the Titan alliance that led 
to the short-lived empire in Subaria after 2338. 

Alexander Hislop in The Two Babylons (1853) sets aside the 
standard reading of the name Mizraim (as nothing but a dual 
form) and regards the name as a phrase “Mizra-Yamm,” meaning 
the “encircling sea” as in the Hellenic concept of the ocean as a 
world-encompassing river. Whether or not this interpretation is 
valid serves to equate Ham’s second son Mizraim with the Greek 
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Titan Oceanus. That identification proves true in other respects. 
Like the dual names Dadasig and Suilap, Welsh Mynogan 
combines Mizraim’s Egyptian name Min with the Greek name 
Oceanus. In John Keats’ poem Hyperion, Oceanus is supplanted 
by the Olympian sea god Poseidon in the same way that the sun 
Titan Hyperion is supplanted by the Olympian sun god Apollo. 
The Olympian-Titan revolution is one of the central facts of 
Noahic history as viewed through the eyes of the Hellenes. 

The monosyllabic name Phut is cognate with the second 
syllable of the Titan name Iapetus, serving to identify Phut as the 
proper patriarch of the Hellenic race. The Hellenes claimed 
descent from the eponym “Hellen,” a duplication of Ham as a 
grandson of himself through Iapetus. Hellen fathers the eponyms 
of a set of Hellenic tribes equivalent to Ham’s four sons: Ionians, 
Achaeans, Aeolians and Dorians. Mizraim’s name Achaeus 
derives from his Sumerian name as Aka king of Kish. The Ionians 
are derived from Ion-Nimrod son of Xuthus-Cush son of Hellen. 
Thus Cush is represented both by Hyperion and by Xuthus. The 
name Hyperion is an epithet meaning the “High One” or perhaps 
the “Tall One.” Nimrod appears both as Hyperion’s son Helius 
and Xuthus’s son Ion. The identity of Ion or Ionu with Nimrod is 
another of Jacob Bryant’s contributions. 

Something about Ham’s sons might be learned from the fact 
that the Ionians and Aeolians colonized the east side of the 
Aegean in Asia Minor, leaving the mainland to the Achaeans of 
Mizraim and the Dorians of Canaan. A similar arrangement 
occurred in the southern world where Mizraim and Canaan 
shared Egypt and Palestine and Cush and Phut inhabited 
Ethiopia and Put-Somaliland. Cush and Phut were alike in their 
representation as wind gods Enlil and Aeolus. On the face of it, 
that distinction gave them a deeper or more authentic 
relationship to the Semitic stock than Mizraim and Canaan, 
despite the western Semitic language of the Canaanites. 

According to our study, the Olympian sect was formed in the 
First Kish period prior to the Uruk-Aratta War and therefore 
owed nothing to reaction against the Titan empire in Subartu. If 
tension already existed between Ham’s first generation Titans 
and second generation Olympians, the cause lay elsewhere. 
Chapter Four suggests that the Oympians originated, apart from 
such conflict, as a measure to control the eleven colonies of the 
First Kish order. That meant designing both the Canaanite clan 
and eleven divisions of the Indo-European stock. That is why, 
when conflict between Nimrod and Shem broke out in 2244, the 
Olympians closed ranks and had their pick of Indo-European 
branches to colonize the Aegean, choosing the Thraco-Phrygians 
rather than Hellenes. Even if the Thraco-Phrygians were Centum 
speakers, they never shared in the Subarian empire of Ham’s 
sons and were free from that stigma. 
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The Thraco-Phrygian branch breaks down into four historic 
nations, including Armenians as well as Macedonians, Thracians 
and Phrygians. If we conceive of them as an anti-Hellenic 
phenomenon— as in the Trojan War— their fourfold aspect 
suggests that they were divided as counterweights to the Centum 
branches of the sons of Ham. The rise of Sargon in 2244 revived 
the antagonism against the Titan empire but this time in 
Olympian form under the leadership of the same eleven divisions 
of the First Kish order. If this analysis is correct, the fathers of 
the Macedonians, Thracians, Phrygians and Armenians thought 
of themselves as enemies of the Hellenes, Italics, Celts and 
Teutons in some order yet to be explained. 

The Hebrew tradition identifying Macedonians as Kittim 
suggests that the four Thraco-Phrygian divisions were captained 
by the four Javanites, still alive in 2244 and poised to build Sidon- 
Poseidon’s “predynastic” empire n the Eastern Mediterranean in 
opposition to Sargon’s empire in Mesopotamia. The Thraco- 
Phrygian ring around the Aegean not only isolated the Hellenes 
in later times but cut them off from ready alliance with Celts and 
Teutons if not Italics. Thus the Thraco-Phrygians broke up a 
potential grand alliance of the Centum Aryans of Europe, 
knowing that these nations owed their origin to Ham and to the 
stigmatized Subarian empire of the late 24th century. 

The eastern position of the Armenians might appear to 
remove them from the role of holding the Europeans in check; 
but that is not the case. The Celtic migration eastward finally 
halted at Galatia, not far from Armenia. The Trojan War in itself 
implies that the Phygians were assigned the task of holding off 
the Hellenes. The Thracians lay far enough north toward the 
Danube to act as a barrier to the Teutons: and the Macedonians 
were located so as to hold the Italics in check at the Adriatic. Of 
course our belief is that that none of these positions was yet 
established in the 2240s when the _ Thraco-Phrygians 
expereienced their free run of the Aegean under Olympian 
leadership. 

The engagement of Sidon’s four Javanites in the process is 
readily apparent. The identification of Macedonians as Kittim 
coincides with the omission of this one Javanite from the triad of 
the sons of Loki-Sidon and Angrboda. The names of these three 
sons are spread out from Phoenicia to Rhodes as explained at the 
close of Chapter 10. That arrangement served, not only as a 
conduit for the Centum Aryans into Europe but indexed the 
arrangement of the Armenians, Phrygians and Thracians in the 
Same east-west order. In that sense Phoenicians of Phoenix- 
Fenris-Tarshish index the easternmost Armenians; the Cypriotes 
of Agenor-Hela-Elishah, the Phrygians; and the Rhodians of 
Danaus-JOrmangandr-Rodan-, theThracians. This coordination 
took place after the victory of Teutates, cutting off the period of 
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the Olympian empire of the Thraco-Phrygians from 2244 to 2178. 
After 2178 the Thraco-Phrygians began their migrations to 
Macedonia, Thrace, Phrygia and Armenia. By that time the four 
Javanites had been murdered. 


Japheth. The Sheba Construct. 

The two Shebas of the Cushite and Joktanite clans imply another 
mother-son pair; but in this case the relationship was adoptive 
rather than natural. The two Shebas are Japheth and Durga 
(Sheba-I), the mother of Japheth’s first son Gomer. We have seen 
that this pair founded the cities of Ur and Uruk in sequence, 
leaving Japheth as the only founder out of sequence in respect to 
birth order. The duplication of the two Shebas suggests that the 
relationship between Japheth and Durga (Sheba-I) may have 
been intended to compensate him for the breakdown of his 
relationship to Kali. 


Japheth. The Suilap Construct. 

Like Shem’s name Dadasig, Japheth’s name Suilap compounds 
two names proper to two different linguistic stocks. These are the 
Suiones or Swedes of the North Teutonic branch of the Indo- 
Europeans and the Lapps of the western, Finno-Ugric branch of 
the Ural-Altaics. Suilap is Japheth’s name as a son of Kudai Bai 
Ulgon. 


Japheth. The Fornjot Construct. 

Teutonic Fornjot and his sons Hler, Kari and Logi form a neat, 
compact version of Japheth and his three sons Gomer, Magog 
and Madai. Hler, god of the sea, answers to British Llyr-Gomer, 
“Old Man of the Sea”; the wind god Kari, to Magog-Rudra-Kari; 
and the fire god Logi, to Aryan Agni, Madai as the god of fire in 
Iran of the Medes. The telling feature of the Fornjot tradtion is 
that the Teutons pictured Japheth as a “foreign giant,” analogous 
the Titan sons of Ham in the Hellenic tradition. The difference 
between the two traditions lies in the Teutonic character as 
diehard sons of Ham, Canaan and Sidon at odds with the 
Japhethite heroes who defeated them at Aratta. The Hellenes 
converted to the Erechite viewpoint, picturing their own Hamite 
ancestors as fallen Titans. Without showing favor to the 
immediate sons of Ham, the Teutons shifted focus to the middle 
section of the Inanna succession with Joktan-Odin and Peleg- 
Frey, bringing in Shem as Thor and falling in line with the Gallic 
tetrad that recognizes the same three as Esus, Cernunnus and 
Teutates. Although the Japhethite heroes seem to have become 
the infantry of the Teutates panel, Teutonic tradition still views 
them from a distance as “foreigners.” 
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Japheth. The Svarog Construct. 

To the Slavs Japheth was never a “foreigner.” The family of 
Svarog is the heart of the pantheon. Our identification of Svarog 
and his three sons with Japheth’s family, however, owes nothing 
to cognate relationships that make the sons of Fornjot easy to 
identify. The insight begins with the principle that Satem Aryans 
are the part of the Indo-European stock which was transferred 
from Shem to Japheth as a result of the revolution of Genesis 
9:26. The Japhethite victory in the Uruk-Aratta War explains why 
Satem Aryans dominate the lands of Sarmatia, Iran and India to 
the north, northeast and east of Mesopotamia. Svarog’s family 
consists of a father and three sons equivalent to the Fornjot 
family and sourced in the same reality of Japheth and his three 
sons. Specificity begins with the observation that Svarogich 
means “Son of Svarog,” indicating Japheth’s special relationship 
to Madai as indicated by Atab and Mashda of First Kish together 
with the suggestion that Madai, as Ahura Mazda, was the dueling 
champion of the Japhethite cause at Aratta. This special 
relationship was based on the racial affinity between Japheth and 
Madai as his Caucasoid son by the sister Anath-Hamath. 

The identifications of Gomer and Magog with Dazhbog and 
Svantovit follow from attributes. Svantovit is a god of fertility, 
suggesting one dimension of the Enlilship implicit in Magog’s 
character as the wind god Rudra-Kari-Hurricano. Dazhbog’s 
character as a sun god arises from Gomer-Khufu’s importance as 
Japheth’s primary Egyptian heir in Dynasty IV. The Balto-Slavic 
bias in favor of the Caucasoid race also accounts for the 
appearance in the same pantheon as the wind god Stribog, this 
time Ham’s white son Phut, patriarch of the Hellenes. 


Magog. The Gutian Japhethite Construct. 

Magog appears among the Gutians as Kurum; Madai’s son, 
Arurim as Irarum; Javan, as Ibranum; Tiras, as Tirigan; Ashkenaz, 
as Yarlaganda; and Riphath, as Ibate. The Iranian location of 
Gutium confirms the principle that, as Erechite heroes of the 
Uruk-Aratta War, the Japhethites won control in Iran at such 
places as Luristan, Media and Hyrcania. Mahadevi, as prime 
mover of the Aratta schism, Tiamat, lost control of Gutium-Media 
outright. 

The Aryans remembered Magog as their wind god Rudra 
even though this god has sometimes been confused with Shiva, 
the Indian version of Riphath-Seba. The confusion owes 
something to Magog’s and Riphath’s co-membership in the 
Japhethite fourteen but even more to the ethical association of 
both gods with destruction. Magog-Hurricano of Hyrcania 
appears to have been the “ill wind” which Marduk uses to 
destroy Tiamat in the Marduk Epic. Magog’s Gutian name Kurum 
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is cognate with the two Karis of the Teutons and Amazonians and 
accounts for the Indo-European Hurrians of Mount Hurum and 
the Khabur River. Mount Hurum figures prominently in a 
Sumerian account of the Uruk-Aratta War. Javan’s name Ibranum 
exhibits the same phonetic tendency as the Gutian names Ibate 
and Hablum. In all three cases, a labial “b” stands in the place of 
weakened labials “v” or “ph” in the biblical counterparts “Javan,” 
“Riphath” and “Havilah.” Almost always the voiced consonants 
“b,” “g” and “d” are more original that their unvoiced and spirant 
counterparts. The biblical “Havilah” derived from the patriarch 
Abel and originally sounded more like “Habelah,” hence the 
Gutian “Hablum.” 


Ashkenaz. The North American Construct. 

Our reconstruction of Ashkenaz’ North American expedition is 
buttressed by a number of cognate matches to old world names 
carried by Ashkenaz. His Amorite name Abazu accounts for the 
Algonquian Wabasso. The study interprets the Persian-biblical 
name Ashkenaz as a root name with a title prefix consistent with 
Gutian “Yarla-Ganda.” Even though the entire name “Ashkenaz” 
may be a Persian word meaning “hunter,” it breaks down in its 
“foreign” origin into the title element “Ash,” equivalent to “Yarla” 
and the root “Kenaz” equivalent to “Ganda” and resembling one 
of the patriarch’s identities as the hunter god Kanati. 

Ashkenaz’ personal stock among the North Americans is the 
Dakotans, whose name also breaks down into a root and prefix 
since the name appears in the alternative forms “Lakota” and 
“Nakota.” The root “Kota” has lost the nasal but otherwise 
resembles “Kanati” and is analogous to “Guti.” Ashkenaz was 
chief among the Guti in the sense that Hallo keeps duplicating 
his name Yarlagan. Ashkenaz is identifiable the chief Dakotan 
god Wakanda or Wakan-Tanka, master of the entire North 
American expedition in his sixteen personae. In the name 
Wakanda, the opening syllable “Wa-“ is another version of the 
prefixed element “Na,” “Da,” La,” “Yarla” and “Ash.” 


Togarmah. The Kudai Bai Ulgon Construct. 

The Ural-Altaics remembered their creator Noah as Kudai Bai 
Ulg6n despite his loss of the Anship to Canaan in 2359. The study 
has drawn on two sources for this Ural-Altaic first father: the 
printed reference work Mythology of All Races and internet 
godchecker.com. In the internet source the patriarch appears as 
Bai-Ulgan and is given a set of sons who match the sons of Kudai 
Bai Ulg6n only in part. A number of these have proved to be 
Ham’s sons and Noah’s grandsons rather than the immediate 
sons featured in Mythology of All Races. This difference seems to 
reflect the transfer of the Anship to Canaan; and a study of the 
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original sources of the two traditions might explain the difference 
in terms of different Altaic traditions. 

Togarmah appears among the Ural-Altaic sons of Kudai Bai 
Ulg6n as Pyrshak Khan. Although the name “Pyrshak” refers to 
horses, there is a clear “foreign” match to Birsha, king of Amorite 
Gomorrah where he complements his antediluvian full brother 
Ham, Bera king of Sodom. Noah-Didanu is to the Semitic 
Amorites what Noah-Kudai-Bai-Ulgon is to the Ural-Altaics. The 
complementary relationship between the two traditions begs for 
an explanation. The dashing, idealized image of Noah-Indra’s 
“Maruts” as barefoot horsemen matches the Balto-Slavic image 
of Ashkenaz as Yarilo, leader of the expedition that spread the 
Ural-Altaics across Siberia. The horse figures prominently in all 
three traditions— “Marut,” Ural-Altaic and Balto-Slavic. At the 
same time Yarilo’s image as a lustful “god of love” parallels the 
frightful licentiousness of Sodom and Gomorrah. This tragic 
development within Noah’s family owed something to the on- 
going tradition of Noah’s drunkenness in Genesis 9, making his 
sons Riphath and Togarmah wine gods. Riphath was Canaan’s 
vassal “Amor-“ and therefore patriarch of the Amorite race. Thus 
all three Gomerite sons of Noah figure somehow in the 
background of the disaster of Genesis 19. 

The three Gomerites were both fugitives from the defeat at 
Metelis in 2181 and trumpeters in the victory of Teutates in 
2178. Fifty years then elapsed until the Abrahamic War of 
Genesis 14 as prelude to the destruction of Sodom and 
Gomorrah. The moral collapse of the Cities of the Plain took 
place partly over that half century because of the way Abraham 
snubbed Ham-Bera at the close of the war against the eastern 
kings. Before the narrative of this event begins at the start of 
Genesis 18, Abraham is twice said to be 99. Abraham [born 2226 
BC] reached that age in 2127, a single year after our estimate of 
the Abrahamic War, implying that Abram’s interaction with El 
Shaddai and change of name to Abraham followed quickly after 
his encounter with Shem as Melchizedek after the battle. 
Because Sodom and Gomorrah figure prominently in Genesis 14, 
there is no reason to doubt that the divine retribution against 
these two cities occurred within a few years after the war. Thus 
blame for the moral collapse of the two cities must be attributed, 
at least in part to Noah’s “red” sons Ham-Bera and Togarmah- 
Birsha. 


An. Construct of the Sumerian High Pantheon. 
By the Sumerian high pantheon, I mean eight of the gods 
identifiable with eight names of God in the Hebrew Bible. There 
is no reason to believe that Noah spoke Semitic; so there is no 
reason to assume that he used the names “Yahweh” or “Elohim” 
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unless they were called for by circumstance. For example, when 
Noah blessed Shem’s God in Genesis 9:26, he could have spoken 
the dual name “Yahweh Elohim” in other forms. The assumption 
that the name is a verbatim quotation implies that Shem had 
already learned to refer to Yahweh under that name rather than 
some counterpart such as Sumerian “Ishkur.” That assumption 
implies further that God revealed Himself to Cain as Yahweh and 
that the Sumerians translated the name of the God of Storms into 
their own “Ishkur.” Because Cain fathered the Indo-Europeans, it 
makes sense that the divine name first came to Shem in some 
form such as Taru. If, on the other hand, we assume that 
Sumerian was functioning as lingua franca in the time of Genesis 
9, Noah may literally have pronounced the dual name “Ishkur 
Enlil.” 

Names of God were translatable on the basis of symbolic 
attributes. To assume, once again, that there is something 
inherently corrupt about a “sun god” or “moon god” is to subject 
Noahic study to a pointless Hebraic anachronism under the false 
premise that either God or Adam was a Hebrew. Pious Israelites 
were taught to shun sun gods and moon gods only because the 
specific gods had been rendered corrupt by the descendants of 
Noah’s family by the time of Jacob. The solar and lunar symbols 
are beyond reproach for the same reason that baptismal water 
represents death in Christ or Eucharistic wine, Christ’s blood. 
Corruptions which early Protestants claimed to find in the 
Catholic Mass have no bearing on the universal symbolic value of 
wine and bread. No matter how confused human symbolic codes 
may be, actual symbolic values derive from reality itself and are a 
pure, absolute and unequivocal language. 

The eight symbolic attributes relevant to the Sumerian 
pantheon are Heaven, Sun, Moon, Water, Lamb’s Blood, Air, 
Storm and Strength. They correspond to the Sumerian names An, 
Utu, Nanna, Enki, Dumuzi, Enlil, Ishkur and Ninurta. The 
Hebrew counterparts are El Elyon, Yahweh Sabaoth, El Shaddai, 
El Olam, Adonai Yahweh, Elohim, Yahweh and El Gibbor. The 
present construct concerns which patriarchs or matriarchs 
claimed the Anship, Utuship, Nannaship, Enkiship, Dumuziship, 
Enlilship, Ishkurship and Ninurtaship as_ their personal 
priesthoods at the time of the Flood. The eight survivors of the 
Flood were chosen precisely for this ritual purpose together with 
the subordinate values of race and language. These subordinate 
values have become our chief means of determining which Flood 
survivor claimed which priesthood. Associations between the 
Ural-Altaics and Anship, Egyptians and Utuship, Sumerians and 
Enkiship, Semites and Enlilship and Indo-Europeans and 
Ishkurship are easily confirmed by tradition. Ural Altaics have 
worshiped their chief god— a heaven or sky god— under the 
name An as well as Tengere, a counterpart to Sumerian 
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dingir, the generic name for a god. We might assume that 
Noah’s identity with Indian Indra means that he was the first to 
claim the Ishkurship; but that priesthood was acquired from 
Shem according to Noah’s confession of the “Yahweh Elohim of 
Shem.” The heavy multiplication of Uma in the Sumerian 
pantheon reveals that she was the original priestess of the 
Enkiship of El Olam, God of Wisdom. That is why her daughter 
Anath-Hera appears in the Indian pantheon as Saraswati, a 
goddess of culture and learning. Uma herself appears in the 
Hellenic pantheon as Pallas Athene, the goddess of wisdom. 
It is equally clear that she passed the Enkiship on to her son- 
grandson Sidon, the wisdom god of all the pantheons and “Lord 
of the Land” of Sumer, original seat of learned civilization after 
the Flood. 

The identification of Japheth with the Utuship depends on 
evidences that he is the primary sun god of Egypt, Atum Re. In 
Sumer the Utuship passed down to Obal, son of Arphaxad I 
because of the curious arrangement that caused Japheth and 
Arphaxad’s mother to take the same name Sheba in Genesis 10. 
The split between the Egyptian and Sumerian pantheons in 
regard to this priesthood tells us something about the origin and 
relationship between the two civilizations. In 2308 
Meskiaggasher founded the Eanna dynasty as a son of Utu ata 
time when the name referred to Japheth, founder of Uruk-Eanna 
and feudal lord of Meskiaggasher as Meshech. The Utuship 
passed over to Obal at the time of the war shortly afterward. In 
forming the Erechite cause against Aratta, Japheth allied himself 
with Arphaxad, appearing with him as Lugh in the Taranis panel. 
To form this alliance, he conceded the Sumerian version of the 
Utuship to Obal, retaining the more important Egyptian version 
for himself. Owing to this abdication of the Utuship in Sumer, 
Japheth came to be known there as Ningiszida, the god who 
“disappeared from the land.” 

The Hebrew name of the Chinese, Sinim, indicates the 
foundational priesthood of Arphaxad, the Jade Emperor, as that 
of Akkadian Suen, Sumerian Nanna the moon god. Abraham’s 
climactic engagement with God as El Shaddai resulted from the 
the way Arphaxad built the Hebrew race as his contribution to 
the Semitic stock at his camp at proto-Hebrew Padan-Aram 
during the war. Abraham’s spiritual heritage was with the lunar 
principle because of his imperial descent from the Inanna 
succession through his grandfather Naram Sin, a devotee of the 
lunar cult at Ur, the city of Nanna-Arphaxad I. After the 
Abrahamic War, the Hebrew patriarch became heir of the 
Nannaship in a form revealed in the amazing annals of later 
Genesis at the root of the Judaeo-Christian heritage. The 
Nannaship began with Arphaxad’s mother Durga (Sheba-I), who 
handed it to him and to his heirs culminating in Abraham. 
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Sidon. The Inanna Construct. 

Wolkstein’s translation of Inanna and the God of Wisdom features 
one of the most important personal relationships of the early 
postdiluvian age. Owing to Sidon’s mystical obscurantism, 
Sumero-Akkadian tradition fails to identify Inanna as the mother 
of Marduk by Enki-Ea, attributing that maternity to a separate 
goddess Damkina. The truth emerges, however, from the most 
valuable tradition of the Indian pantheon aside from the 
Mahadevi tetrad: the family of Kasyapa, Daksha I, Diti and Surya. 
These four persons are the Indian versions of Sidon, Arphaxad I, 
Inanna and Shelah-Marduk (Arphaxad II). Without the insight 
provided by this Indian tradition, Noahic study would be crippled 
by an endless and fruitless attempt to give Damkina a separate 
identity from Inanna as the true mother of Marduk. One way to 
explain Damkina is to identify her as the mother of Sidon’s other 
elite son Elishah-Agenor, head of the Javanite tetrad. That 
explanation requires equating the Hellenic “Libya” as two 
different women, Inanna mother of Belus and Damkina mother of 
Agenor. In the Marduk Epic Damkina appears merely as Ea’s 
wife and mother of Marduk without explanation of her origin. 

The construct begins with Ea’s title Karibu, the “Enthroned 
One,” as illustrated by cylinder seals showing the god seated on 
his sea throne of the Apsu temple at Eridu. The title accounts for 
the Caribs of the Javanite-Caddoan construct. More important, it 
helps to equate Sidon-Ea with Indian Kasyapa, whose name also 
derives from a word meaning “throne,” kasipu. Indian mythology 
pictures Kasyapa both as a sage like Ea-Enki-Ptah and as a 
cosmic turtle upholding the earth on his back like Atlas of the 
Hellenes. The myth signifies that Sidon was the mastermind who 
was largely responsible for framing and upholding the 
postdiluvian kosmos as an ideal and political reality. 

Kasyapa begets the sun god Surya by Diti, a daughter of the 
moon god Daksha I. These attributes fall in line with Arphaxad I’s 
character as the chief Mesopotamia moon god Nanna and 
Marduk’s character as “sun god of the gods.” “Arphaxad” is 
another Persian name like Ashkenaz and thus belongs to the 
same Aryan sphere as the name Daksha. Whatever the 
explanation of these names, the maternity of Surya by Daksha’s 
daughter Diti (Aditi) pins down the Inanna succession. The name 
Surya furnishes a cross-cultural match both to biblical Shelah 
and Sur, a version of the Phoenician port of Tyre, complementing 
Sidon’s port of that name. Those two ports and the record of 
Indo-Aryan rulers in Phoenicia tighten the logic of a construct 
placing Canaan’s son Sidon at the head of a family featured in 
Indo-Aryan mythology. 
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Sidon. The Javanite Construct. 

This entry summarizes the role of Hellenic tradition in its 
presentation of the family of Poseidon and “Libya” at the 
foundation of the Noahic history of the Eastern Mediterranean. 
Poseidon and Libya gave birth to Belus and Agenor. Belus 
fathered Danaus and Aegyptus; and Agenor begat Phoenix, 
Cadmus, Lelex, Cilix and Europa. Poseidon and Belus answer to 
the central figures of the Marduk Epic— Sidon and Shelah-Bel- 
Marduk. The title “King of Egypt” given to Belus comes to focus 
in Shelah-Djoser, the first pyramid builder. Belus’ son Aegyptus 
figures as Shelah’s heir Eber. The other son Danaus takes his 
place amoung the vassals of Javan as Rodan-. 

The construct draws on a variety of traditions concerning the 
eastern Mediterranean such as eponymous matches between 
Cilix and Cilicia or Lelex and the Leleges. In this context, Hebrew 
tradition identifies the Javanites of Genesis 10:4 with the “isles of 
the gentiles” in the Eastern Mediterranean-Aegean and the 
Kittim specifically with the Macedonians of Alexasnder the Great, 
a Thraco-Phrygian people. Although the “im” ending of the name 
Kittim is clearly intended as a plural suffix, the counterparts to 
the name, Egyptian Khetm and Cadmus, show the “m” as part of 
the root. Either the Semitic suffix has been misinterpreted as 
part of the root or the Hebrew plural is a Semitic adoption of a 
“foreign” name with the “m” treated as though it were a plural. 
Whatever the case, the matching North American Caddo do not 
show the “m.” 

The Hebrew, predynastic Egyptian, Hellenic and Caddoan 
traditions all come to focus in the Javanite family just as West 
Semitic tradition locates the relevant port of Sidon on the coast 
of Phoenicia, a land equivalent to Hellenic Phoenix son of Agenor. 
The Phoenician relationship is so obvious that even the scepical 
Robert Graves, with his pot of eponymous white-out, suggests 
that the Hellenic name Agenor refers to Canaan. That 
concession, however, is based on the demeaning assumption that 
the Greeks knew only vague rumors from over the sea, the same 
destructive logic imposed as such on Genesis 10. In 1963 a 
pastor’s suggestion that “Moses knew nothing about Polynesia” 
is cut from the same “Nativist” cloth, as arrogant as it is blind. By 
the same logic a Pepsi Cola bottle found in Brazzaville Congo 
cannot possibly be traced back to a North American source. The 
name Agenor actually refers to Canaan’s grandson Elishah, the 
father of Tarshish-Phoenix and Kittim-Cadmus. The name Elishah 
turns up not only at Alashiya-Cyprus and in the Caddoan Aliche 
or Eyeish of Louisiana. The three Caddoan tribes displaying 
Javanite names are confined solely to the sub-family of Elishah 
and his sons Tarshish and Cadmus. 

A Hellenic eponym Macednus, assigned to the Macedonians, 
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suggests a formation such as Ama-Khetm analogous to the 
prefixed Lugal-Kitun for the same person in Sumer. Because the 
Macedonians are Thraco-Phrygians, the Javanite character given 
them in Hebrew tradition supports our “Olympian” theory that 
the Aegean and Greece were first colonized by that stock. It 
would be useful to trace the Thraco-Phrygians from a single 
patriarch and to put that patriarch into relationship to the 
Javanite tetrad. Several lines of argument point to Peleg. In the 
First Kish order the Thraco-Phrygians were his local stock at 
Kish. He was a son of Mahadevi and therefore linked to the 
Amerindians of the Caddoans as well as his own Amerindian 
stock the Iroquoians. If the Thraco-Phrygians followed him to 
Aratta, they established their Armenian perspective soon after 
the war and may well have fled westward toward the Aegean 
even before the Olympians took command of them after 2244. 
Most important Javan adopted Peleg as part of the war 
settlement. The relationship is clearly indicated by Javan-Bran’s 
paternity of Caradoc, Peleg-Karaduku as father of the Kurds not 
far from Aratta. 

Curiously the Javanites and Peleg were among the first of the 
elite to die as though marked for death from the inception of the 
Akkadian Empire. Peleg’s death secured the Inanna succession 
from Sargon-Nimrod forward by assuring that Peleg would not 
beget some new son ambitious enough to carry the imperial line 
beyond the 22nd century. Because Javan was one of the victors at 
Aratta, his prestige as “Caradoc’s” father might have lent weight 
to such an arrangement. The Javanites in turn were the personal 
family of the king-maker Sidon. Together Javan and his adoptive 
son Peleg-Caradoc account for the enlistment of Peleg’s Thraco- 
Phrygians as colonists of the Aegean. Javan’s Ionia is the 
continental point of departure into the Aegean; and that is why 
we find three or four versions of Nimrod plastered in and around 
Ionia to make certain that the Thraco-Phrygians would not re- 
invade the East and conquer it in the name of Peleg rather than 
his heir Reu-Sargon. 


Inanna. The Cainan Construct. 

I owe this construct to my colleague Dr. Stephen Brown, who has 
pointed out that the name “Cainan” carried over from the 
Septuagint to Luke 3:36 contains the elements of the name 
“Inanna” within it. Prior to this suggestion I dismissed “Cainan” 
as a Greek term meaning “zero” and indicating a gap between 
Arphaxad I and Shelah in an apparent discrepancy between the 
Septuagint Greek translation and the Masoretic text of Genesis 
11. The concept of the Inanna insertion and succession resulted 
from the Indian tradition of the family of Kasyapa as a means of 
explaining this gap. Brown has suggested that the opening 
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element of the name “Ca” might be a prefix with the root “Inan.” 

Because of the throne of rulership and godhead that Enki 
offers Inanna in Inanna and the God of Wisdom, the prefix makes 
sense as the Egyptian “Ka,” the symbol of authority as depicted 
in the male gods of the Gundestrup Caldron. Although Inanna- 
Medb is not shown in the Ka posture in the Medb panel, that 
detail is explainable as a result of Arphaxad I’s controlling 
viewpoint throughout the Caldron. Despite being Inanna’s father, 
he was her mortal enemy at the time of the Uruk-Aratta War and 
sought to depict her in the Medb panel as a defeated power. 
Because the Septuagint translation occurred in Alexandria, 
Egypt, it makes sense that the translators had access to an 
Egyptian tradition picturing Inanna with the Ka sign. They or 
their source named her “Ka-Inanna,” a formation analogous to 
Sidon-Enki’s title Karibu Ea, the “Enthroned Ea.” Thus the name 
Cainan in Luke 3:36 furnishes an actual name and title of the 
female who linked Arphaxad I to Shelah-Marduk. The name 
suggests “Karibu Ishtar” or “Enthoned Inanna,” mother of Karibu 
Ea’s son Marduk-Shelah. 


Shelah. The Shemite Construct. 

The sons of Shem in Genesis 10:22 are a re-naming and partial 
rearrangement of Shem’s imperial line under the domination of 
the Inanna Succession from Shelah through Reu-Nimrod. The list 
begins with: 

Shelah’s son Eber as Elam, the black son of Kali, the original 
claimant of the land of Elam. 

Eber’s vassalage to Kali’s diluvian husband Japheth as Tubal led 
to the same result; but neither of these factors explain why Eber 
should head the list in 10:22. An answer lies in Eber’s identity 
with the Sumerian hero Gilgamesh. The pentad of 10:22 is 
preeminently the work of Sidon, the creator of feudal son-ship. 
More than any other part of Genesis 10, it embodies the spirit of 
the Inanna Succession in terms of Shemite legitimacy. Sidon was 
also the foundational master of Sumerian letters, responsible for 
such texts as Inanna and the God of Wisdom and the legends of 
Gilgamesh in an effort to promote both the mother of the Inanna 
Succession and its second heir. By locating Elam first, he placed 
a Sumerian stamp on the list as well as honoring Japheth and Kali 
— Lahmu and Lahamu— the eldest divine couple in the Marduk 
Epic. 

Second place in the list goes to Asshur, the Shemite and 
Semitic name of Reu-Sargon-Nimrod, founder of the Akkadian 
Empire which was still viable in 2188 when Sidon created the 
pentad. Together Elam-Gilgamesh and Asshur-Sargon embody 
the Sumero-Akkadian synthesis of Mesopotamia. This logic takes 
a step further with the third member Arphaxad II-Shelah. The 
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process extends north from Sumer to Akkad to the headwaters of 
the Tigris-Euphrates where Shelah made his home as Bull El. 

Although the Lydians, Phrygians and Carians eventually 
made their way to Asia Minor, the logic of the Genesis 10:22 
sequence requires that “Lud and Aram” completed the process as 
an extension of the geographic sequence from Padan-Aram. The 
half brothers Peleg and Joktan account for Kurdistan and 
Aramaean Syria respectively. Genetically Peleg can be identified 
with the entire Thraco-Phrygian world from Armenia to 
Macedonia. The process was completed closer to home, however, 
over the decade from 2188 to 2178, ending in the Battle of 
Teutates pitting Elam, Lud and Aram as followers of Shem- 
Teutates against Asshur and Arphaxad II as representatives of 
the Akkadian Empire. According to Hallo’s chronology the battle 
occurred during or just before the period of anarchy preceding 
the reign of Emperor Dudu at Agade. The basic outline of the 
conflict is plain enough; but it would be gratifying to know more 
about how Shem and three of his vassals turned hostile against 
the other two. 

Why, for example, was Shelah so deeply committed to the 
East Semitic Empire of Agade created by his great-grandson 
Reu? The most transparent answer lies with a commitment to the 
Semitic language and its association with the coveted Enlilship 
fought over by Nimrod and Shem. Reu-Sargon-Asshur stood for 
East Semitic speakers just as Tr-Il-Arphaxad II stood for the West 
Semites of Ugarit. The Elamite language was non-Semitic; and 
Peleg-Lud was committed chiefly to the Indo-European language 
in its Thraco-Phrygian form. Only Aram-Joktan-Esus of the 
Teutates alliance was associated chiefly with a Semitic people, 
the North Semitic Aramaeans. It is conceivable that the 
Aramaeans were attached to Shelah before he lost the Battle of 
Teutates, making them the spoil of battle. In that case Shelah- 
Arphaxad II was attempting to extend his kingdom from Padan- 
Aram to the sea. 


Joktan. Construct of the Sarmatian Joktanites. 
The Joktanite tribes of Sarmatia make sense in view of Joktan’s 
Japhethite identity with Meshech, a name commonly identified 
with Russia. The prophetic formula “Tubal and Meshech” refers 
simply to Eber and his son Joktan as they related to the Balto- 
Slavic linguistic stock. The modern counterpart to Sarmatia is 
Russia to which the prophetic formula is commonly applied. The 
Joktanite association with Russia or Scythia involves more than 
Ptolemy’s Joktanite tribes. It includes the Chazars, who add 
strength to it as representatives of the third Joktanite 
Hazamaveth. Ugaritic tradition identifies Mot-Hazarmaveth as a 
brother of Yamm-Eber-Tubal and _  Athtar-Jerah  [Poss. 
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Herakles/Zeus-II] , one from outside and the other from inside 
the Joktanite clan. Eber-Bor accounts for the Balto-Slavic 
Prussians (Borusci), whose gods Perkuna and Tukla correspond 
to Joktan’s brother Peleg and his father Shelah under the 
Joktanite name Diklah. Because Athtar’s equation with Trojan 
Assaracus implies an intermediate form Ashtar, we have 
suggested his identity with the Bastarnae of the Bastarnian 
Mountains or Carpathians, which form a natural boundary of 
Sarmatia on the southwest. 

Ptolemy’s Joktanite tribes are located toward the River Don 
and Baltic region. The Tanaitae take their name from the Tanais- 
Don and suggest a reduction from Joktan’s name Khitan to Tan. 
The same reduction with a typically degenerative fronting of the 
vowel from a to i accounts for Joktan’s Etruscan name Tin. 
Severe reduction is the general rule among the Sarmatian 
Joktanite names in Ptolemy. In a particularly farfetched case 
based on extrapolation, the Aorsi are taken to represent what 
remains of Arphaxad’s Joktanite name Hadoram— merely the a, o 
and r. This loosely defined cognate is identifiable by consulting 
the two versions of Hadoram in the Italic tradition— Saturnus of 
Latium and Adranus of Sicily. Although Italy seems remote from 
Sarmatia, it borders on the South Slavs at the southeastern end 
of a Slavic zone of the earth beginning with Sarmatia in the 
northeast. The intermediate form of Saturnus, Adranus and 
Hadoram— Aturan— is assumed to degenerate further into Auran 
and then Aur, the slim basis for the name Aorsi. Obviously such a 
flimsy case takes strength only from a process of elimination 
expecting a version of Hadoram in Sarmatia. 

More substantial are the matches between Arphaxad’s 
daughter Uzal-Inanna and her brother Obal as the Sarmatian 
Osyli and Ophlones. Except for these coincidences, I would never 
have become aware of the Sarmatian Joktanites and would have 
missed their contribution to the equation between Joktan and 
“Russian” Meshech. The one other close match leading to 
conviction is between Diklah and Prussian Tukla. Given the 
family relation between the siblings Uzal and Obal, the construct 
is quite strong at this point especially when we observe that 
Hadoram, Uzal, Obal and Diklah form a subsection of the 
Joktanite list. Taken even in isolation, these clusters of names 
should cause sceptics to pause. 

Part of the construct is duplicated among the Italics where 
Hadoram and Uzal appears as Saturnus of the Latini and the 
tribe name Italoi-Ausones-Oscans. Diklah turns up as the Siculi, 
who gave their name to Sicily. Traditionally the dominanant Italic 
tribes were the Oscans, Umbrians, Latins and Sabines as distinct 
from the alien Etruscans. The Latins derive from Saturnus- 
Hadoram through the intermediate steps of Shelah-Picus, Eber- 
Faunus and the eponym Peleg-Latinus. Joktan is the Etruscan god 
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Tin; and the Etruscan race, the Rasena or Tyrsenoi derive from 
Peleg and Joktan’s brother Tiras. The next heir of the imperial 
line after Peleg, Reu-Nimrod, is the Roman war god Mars son of 
Quirinus-Cush. 

This analysis leaves the Sabines and Umbrians out of 
account. The Umbrians can be explained by sketching in Uzal’s 
brother Obal and positing an original form such as Ombal or 
Umber. In the Hellenic pantheon the siblings are Artemis-Diana 
and Apollo; so we equate this pair of deities with the Oscans and 
Umbrians. Analysis suggests that the Italics, once they left Asia, 
settled on the Upper Danube before descending into Italy. They 
complemented the Hellenes of the Lower Danube. The same pair 
of siblings, therefore, is reproduced in Italic ethnology as Oscans 
and Umbrians; in the Hellenic pantheon as Artemis and Apollo; in 
the Roman pantheon, as Diana and Sol Invictus, the 
“Unconquered Sun”; and in Ptolemy’s Sarmatia, as the Osyli and 
Ophlones. 

Involved in the ethnographic continuum from Slavs to Italics 
are Finno-Ugrian Hungarians known to themselves as Magyars 
or “Mudya.” The name suggests both Maia-Mahadevi and her son 
Magog in a form derived from his Incan name Ayar Manco in 
reverse order Manco-Ayar as in many of the Egyptian dual 
compounds. Mahadevi is known to the Hungarians as 
Nagyboldogasszony. 


Appendix V: 
A Replication in Ptolemy’s Eastern Germany 


Tribes of Ptolemy’s eastern Germany just west of the Vistula 
form a replication pattern like the one in Northern Albania. In 
this case, however, three pairs of tribes must be grouped 
according to three separate east-west axes. These tribes include 
the Sidones often cited as complementary to the Hessians in 
associating the Germans with Canaan’s sons Sidon and Heth. The 
six tribes and an additional seventh are as follows 


Lutii Omani 
Lugi 
Diduni 
Lutiburi 
Bontutae 
Sidones 


The Lutii pair with the Omani; the Lugi (Lygians), with the 
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Diduni; and the Lutiburi, with the Sidones. The corresponding 
patriarchs are Peleg (Lud), Heth (Oman), Japheth (Lugh), Noah 
(Didanu), Shelah (Teutonic Buri) and Sidon. The southern axis of 
the Lutiburi and Sidones yields the familiar pattern of Shelah- 
Marduk’s Akkad and Sidon-Enki’s Sumer. The axis of the Lugi 
and Diduni corresponds to the original claim lands of Japheth and 
Noah in Marhashi-Syria and Subir-Assyria.The northern axis of 
the Lutii and Omani matches Peleg’s Lydia and Heth’s Hatti. If 
these three axes from north to south are rearranged from 
northwest to southeast, they replicate the relative positions of 
these lands from Lydia to Sumer. 

In a remarkable confirmation of the scheme, the seventh 
tribe, Bontutae, take a position equivalent to Nippur at the 
transition from Sumer to Akkad. Table 4.2 locates the protoplast 
of Black Africa at Nippur under Cush. At the core of that stock 
the Bantus represent Sabtah-Ganesha, son of Riphath-Seba and 
Arvad-. Thus the Bontutae give us a Teutonic counterpart to the 
dominant linguistic stock of central Africa. Another tribe the 
Eluonae are located just northest of the Sidones and form a 
counterpart to black Eber’s Elam-Lumma just as in Albanian 
Luma. Another tribe, the Cogni south of the Sidones, echo the 
name Cagn, patriarch of the Khoisans, who complement the 
Bantus in Southwest Africa. If the position of the Cogni is 
extrapolated south and east of Sumer, their corresponding 
location agrees with the “second court of Feng-Du” where 
Chapter Ten places the Khoikhoi as their exilic sojourn in eastern 
Arabia. Sabtah’s “Bantu” location there is indicated by the 
Arabian town of Soptha. Ancient eastern Germany contained a 
kind of map of the world from Asia Minor to eastern Arabia 
where the entire Centum Indo-European stock bound for Europe 
spent time in Oman. 

Table 10:2 states that ancestors of the Khoisans fled 
westward to Lydia before their capture and exile to Soptha. The 
German sequence from Lytii to Cogni corresponds to the outer 
limits of Khoisan flight and exile prior to their final migration to 
southwestern Africa. The Teutons themselves fled westward from 
Aratta to Padan-Aram and, according to the table, to Phrygia 
prior to their exile to Oman. Therefore the German replication 
memorializes their experience in being exiled from Asia Minor to 
eastern Arabia. Each point in the replication matches a land 
visited by the exiles in Lydia, Syria, Assyria, Akkad, Sumer and 
Arabia. Further insight into the German scheme derives from 
Table 11.1 suggesting that the Celts, Italics and Teutons who 
formed the shortlived “Titan” empire were withdrawn from their 
First Kish locations at Sippar, Nippur and Lagash. When the 
exiles were led back to Mesopotamia on their way to Arabia, they 
must have revisited these cities, which served to outline the 
sequence of Lytiburi, Bontutae and Sidones. In other words, the 
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Germans memorialized a linear sequence from point to point like 
the Arabia “rivers of Hades” that lay before them. 

Further study of the German tribes south and west of the 
Cogni suggest an extension of this memorialized route along the 
coasts of the whole Arabian process. For example, the Quadi of 
Bohemia south of the Sudeten Mountains match Canaan’s name 
Kuat among the Mamaiurans of South America. Three tribes 
intervene between the Cogni and Quadi: Turones, Marvingi and 
Curiones. If the Quadi index the Canaanites at the Gulf of Aden, 
the intervening tribes index the three protoplasts exiled to 
Hadramaut between Oman and Aden. The exilic line of the 
Centum Aryans, including the Teutons, reached beyond Oman to 
Aden when they rebelled against the exilic scheme, joined the 
Amerindians and migrated northward up the Red Sea and points 
beyond. 

The Teutons, in particular, shared Lagash with the 
Amerindians. That is why we have repeatedly observed close 
matches between Teutonic and South American data, including 
the two versions of Kari and now Kuat and the Quadi. We have 
suggested that the rebellion of the Centum Aryans, Canaanites 
and Amerindians took shape specifically in Lagash. If the the 
position of the Sidones indicates Lagash in particular, we are 
reminded that the Teutons remembered him as the great 
trickster Loki. The insight gained from Ptolemy’s eastern 
Germany implies that the conspiracy at Lagash was enjoined on 
the Teutons as they revisited Lagash on their way to Oman. 
There they learned that the mandated plan would have taken 
them from Oman to India. For whatever reason, they preferred 
the west as though they already envisioned Germany as their 
permanent homeland. Just why they or their priests chose to 
memorialize their exilic route with a sequence of tribes from 
Poland to Bohemia remains a mystery. 


Appendix VI: 
A Replication in Southeast Asia 


The Austroasiatics have been a weak link owing to the 
absence of a dominant family such as Noah’s family of Kudai Bai 
Ulgoén or Ham’s family of Raki. A case can be made, however, 
that four Austroasiatic nations conform to the family of Japheth— 
Phra Lak of the Thais. The nations are distributed from west to 
east in a pattern analogous to the exilic sequence of the eastern 
Germans but according to a separate exilic route beginning in 
Padan-Aram and ending at Elamite Awan: 


Table Appendix VI: Austroasiatic Japhethites 


Austroasia Japhethite Exilic 
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Counterpart 

Burmese Karen Magog (Kari) Hurrian 
Padan-Aram 

Thailand Madai Gutium- 
Media 

Mon Khmer Cambodia Gomer (Mont) Luristan 

Annam (Vietnam) Javan (Ibranum) Awan 


The exilic route in this case would refer to the entire Sino- 
Tibetan stock except for evidence that the rest of the stock 
became Gilgamesh’s prey “Huwawa” and fled eastward to the 
“Land of the Living” before being captured and led to Elam by a 
separate route. Because Gilgamesh is the next Japhethite vassal 
Tubal, he represents an extension of the same Japhethite process 
of capturing Sino-Tibetans and leading them to Awan. The 
imposition of Japhethite names reflects that process rather than 
genetics except that Gomer was himself as Asian on his mother’s 
side. A further extension of the process to Meshech-Joktan-Khitan 
accounts for the Khitans of Inner Mongolia. 

The tribe name Karen matches Magog’s names Kari and 
Kurum and the German Curiones, assuming that that tribe 
replicates the position of the Sino-Tibetans on the coast of 
Hadramaut between the Austronesians and Canaanites at Aden. 
In the present context, the Thai now emerge as the nominal race 
of white Madai according to the latter part of the name. The 
close tie between Japheth-Atab and Madai-Mashda explains why 
the Thais should have been the nation to remember Japheth as 
their Phra Lak. Taken alone the match between Khmer and 
Gomer-Cimmer might not be convincing; but it is neatly 
reinforced by the tribe name Mon and Gomer’s Egyptian 
pantheon name as the war god Mont. A match between Javan and 
Annam requires a reading of his Gutian-Irish name Ibranum as a 
compound Eber-Anam. In any case the biblical name Yawan 
matches the Elamite city name Awan where the exilic process 
climaxed on the eve of the voyage to Arabia. 

The triadic nature of the protoplasts assigned to Hadramaut 
draws attention to all three tribe names intervening between the 
German Cogni and Quadi assuming that the Germans clearly 
remembered where these three protoplasts were located on the 
coast between them at Oman and their fellow rebel Canaanites at 
Aden. In this context the Turones and Marvingi index the Ural- 
Altaic and Austronesian protoplasts respectively. The tribe name 
Turones parallels the name “Turanians” often applied to the 
entire Ural-Altaic stock by earlier historians. The name derives 
from the root of Shem’s antediluvian name Enmeduranna and is 
probably cognate with the names Thor and Turk. The ending of 
the tribe name Marvingi vaguely suggests Ham’s Austronesian 
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name Rangi. The German sequence implies, therefore, that the 
Ural-Altaics took the first, easternmost position in Hadramaut 
under Shem’s name; the Austronesians, the middle position 
under Ham’s name; and the _ Sino-Tibetans, the _ third, 
westernmost position under Japheth’s name. The Ural-Altaics of 
Noah were assigned to Shem because their special relationship 
as Apsu-Etana-Dagan and Mummu-Balih-Aliyan Bal. The final 
geographic disposition of the three linguistic stocks displays the 
Ural-Altaic region of the earth as complement to the Shemite 
Middle East; the Austronesian world as complement to Hamite 
East Africa; and the Sino-Tibetan region as complement to 
Japhethite Iran. Satem-Aryan Afghanistan actually borders on the 
western tip of China. 


Appendix VIT: 
Selective Index 


[Because of republishing, editing and the addition of charts, the 
page numbers do not necessarily represeent the correct page 
location. ] 


A 

Abazu. See Ashkenaz as Abazu. 

Abel 254 

Abimael as Abimael 238 

Abimael as Enmerkar 89, 145,174, 277 


Abraham. See Abram. 
Abrahamic War 131, 136-138, 258, 287 


Abram 136-137 
Abydos 199 

Accetani 214, 260 
Achaeans 213 

Achaeus. See Mizraim as Achaeus. 
Achchitae 214 


Adad. See Shem as Adad. 

Adam’s family 246 

Adamu. See Riphath (Seba) as Adamu. 
Adapa. See Riphath (Seba) as Adapa. 
Adapa, myth of 38 

Aegyptus. See Eber as Aegyptus. 


Aeolians 215 

Aeolus. See Phut as Aeolus. 

Africa, Black 42-45, 57-61, 207, 211-218 

Africa, West 43-45, 214-215, 218, 234 

Agade, Akkadian imperial capital 120-121, 224, 331- 
333, 346 

Agathyrsians 168, 232, 239, 338-342 


Agathyrsus. See Gether as Agathyrsus. 
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Ahura Mazda. See Madai as Ahura Mazda. 
Agdu. See Agade. 
Agenor. See Elishah as Agenor. 
Agga. See Aka. 
Agni. See Madai as Agni. 
Aha. See Serug as Aha. 
Ahriman. See Nimrod as Ahriman. 
Aka. See Mizraim as Aka. 
Akans 214, 310 
Akkad as city. See Agade. 
Akkad as Shem’s claim land 8, 90, 92, 120 
Akkadian Empire 17, 30-32, 42-45, 104, 110, 114- 
117, 122, 128, 142, 194- 203, 217, 302, 
345 
Akkadians 232, 337 
Akshak Dynasty 204 
Akurgal, son of Heth 146, 182, 184, 228, 231 
Alani (tribe) 236 
Alalu. See Noah as Alalu. 
Albanians 86, 238-239, 387-388 
Aliyan Bal. See Shem as Bal. 
Alkhla. See Elishah as Alkhla. 


Almodad as Almodad 236 

Almodad as Orpheus 89, 169, 236, 240, 321, 355 
Almodad as Userkaf 170-170 

Alumeotae (tribe) 236 

Amadoci (tribe) 242 


Amaterasu. See Anam- as Amaterasu. 
Amenominakanushi. See Mizraim as Amenominakanushi. 
Amentet. See Sin- as Amentet. 

Amerindians 25, 29-32, 61-80, 281-282 
Amorites (Amurru) 91, 131-133, 136-137, 211 
Amun. See Shem as Amun. 

Amun Re. See Nimrod as Amun Re. 

Amurru. See Amorites. 

An. See Anu. 

Angrboda 289 

Anam as Amaterasu 59, 61, 89, 162, 310-311 
Anath. See Hamath- as Anath. 

Andamese 5, 235 

Anhur. See Togarmah as Anhur. 

Aniarra, son of Heth 184 

Anshar. See Ham as Anshar. 

Antediluvian dynasties 147-149 


Antediluvians 147-149, 245-249 
Antelope image 86, 223 
Anti-Semitism 194 


Anu. See Canaan as Anu and Noah as Anu. 
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Anubis. See Magog as Anubis. 
Anzu. See Shem as Anzu. 


Aorsi (tribe) 233, 402 
Aphrodite. See Arvad- as Aphrodite. 
Apiru (tribe) 234 


Apollo. See Obal as Apollo. 
Apsu. See Noah as Apsu. 


Apsu Temple ow 

Aquitani 213, 260-261 

Arabian exilic process 22-32, 46-49, 230, 276-282, 287- 
288 

Arabs 236 

Aram. See Joktan as Aram. 

Aramaeans 223, 22; 290) 201 

Aratta, location of 187, 220 

Aratta River 220 

Aratta Schism 4, 9-10, 98-103, 270, 288, 292 


Aratta as “Ukhu City.” See “Ukhu City” as proto-Aratta. 
Arcadia 232, 309 

Arcas (Ark-). See Gether as Arcas. 

Ares. See Shelah as Ares. 


Argonautica 28, 169, 293, 320-321 

Armenians 186, 212, 287 

Arphaxad I as Arphaxad D2 

Arphaxad Ias Daksha I 95, 172, 239 

Arphaxad I as Hadoram 170-172, 233 

Arphaxad I as Jade Emperor 85-86, 99, 172, 219-220, 343 
Arphaxad I as Khnum 1725302): 000 

Arphaxad as Mesannepadda 172-173 

Arphaxad I as Nanna 85, 94, 103, 125-126, 172 
Arphaxad I as Neferefre 135, 170-172 

Arphaxad I as Saturnus 172, 232, 343, 381, 402 

Arphaxad I as Suen L722 

Arphaxad I as Taranis 99, 172, 220-224, 295, 343- 
349 

Arphaxad I as Yerikh LZ 


Arphaxad II. See Shelah as Arphaxad II 
Artemis. See Inanna as Artemis. 
“Arthur, King.” See Shelah as “King Arthur.” 


Arurim, son of Madai 90, 119, 259-260, 263, 265, 268 
Arurim as Khafre 268 

Arvad- as Aphrodite 92, 165, 319-320 

Arvad- as Isis (Isa) 29, 165, 232, 353-354 

Arvad- as Medea 165 

Arvad- as Parvati 88, 165, 303 

Aryans 232 

Aryan Supremacy 183, 200 


Asa-Manja. See Serug as Asa-Manja. 
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Ashkenaz, colonist 49-54, 71-72, 75-80, 219 
Ashkenaz as Abazu 131-132, 282 

Ashkenaz as Argandea 147 

Ashkenaz as Ix 66 

Ashkenaz as “Kota” 71, 210 

Ashkenaz as Mesgande 146 

Ashkenaz as Pelasgus 1567-210; 321 

Ashkenaz as Quetzalcoatl 69, 156 

Ashkenaz as Vishnu 156, 302-303 

Ashkenaz as Wabasso 156, 383 

Ashkenaz as Wakan-Tanka (Wakanda) 77-79, 156, 383 
Ashkenaz as Wash 108-110, 156 

Ashkenaz as Yarilo 50, 156, 282 

Ashkenaz as Yarlaganda 76, 133, 156 

“Asirship” 186-187 


Asklepius. See Sheleph as Asklepius. 
Assaracus. See Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] as Assaracus. 
Asshur. See Nimrod as Asshur. 


Assur 224, 333 
Assyrians 115, 217, 224, 337 
Athapascan linguistic stock 73-75, 77-78, 234 


Athtar. See Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] as Athtar. 
Atum Re. See Japheth as Atum Re. 
Atys. See Eber as Atys. 


Augustine, St. 93 

Ausonians. See Italoi. 

Austroasiatics 262, 405-406 
Austronesians 594-57, 280, 292 
Ayar Manco. See Magog as Ayar Manco. 
Axum, Kingdom of 58 

Azali (tribe) 237 

Aztec fifth age 70-71 


Aztec pantheon 66-70 
Aztecs. See Nahuatl. 


B 

“Babel,” city of An 81-86 
Babylonian-Assyrian pantheon 300-301 
Bacabs, four 65-66 


Bacchus. See Togarmah as Bacchus. 
Bakongo (tribe) 216 

Bal. See Shem as Aliyan Bal. 

Balih. See Shem as Balih. 


Balts 206 

Banda (tribe) 233 

Bantu linguistic stock 43-44, 60-61, 216, 279, 281, 302 
Barid-ishshu, son of Heth 184, 228, 231 

Basques (Vascones) 186-187, 236, 260-261 
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Bassetani (tribe) 237 
Bastarnae (tribe)237 
Bastet. See Kali as Bastet. 
Bathanaei (tribe) 233 
Baugh, Albert C. 10 
Belet-ili. See Bilika. 

Beli the Great 

Belu. See Shelah as Belu. 
Belus. See Shelah as Belus. 
Bender, Harold H. 10 
Bera. See Ham as Bera. 
Berbers (Tuareg-Tawarek) 215 
Besh. See Joktan as Besh. 


Bessi (tribe) 237 

Bhrigu. See Peleg as Bhrigu. 

Bilika 5, 64, 313 

Bird image 37-38, 326-327 
Birhurturre 259 

Birsha. See Togarmah as Birsha. 

Boar image 34, 116, 230-231 
Bogatyri. See Japhethites as Erechite heroes. 
Boghaz-Keui 185 

Boii (tribe) 213, 260-261 


Bontutae (tribe) 403 

Bor. See Eber as Bor. 

Brahma. See Shem as Brahma. 

Braided Goddess. See Mahadevi as the Gundestrup Braided 
Goddess. 

Bran. See Javan as Bran. 

Brythonic Celts 208, 261, 311, 321, 335 

Buganda (tribe) 216 

Bull El. See Shelah as Tr II. 

Bull image 110 


C 

Caddo (tribe) 213 

Caddoan linguistic stock 3, 93, 287, 290, 299, 313 
Cadmus. See Kitt- as Cadmus. 

Cagn (Khoisan high god). See Coeus as Urukagina. 
Cainan. See Inanna as Cainan. 

Canaan as Anu (an) 93, 159, 190-192, 250, 270-271, 
298-299, 306 

Canaan as Chakekenapok 79, 160 

Canaan as Cronus 88, 160, 391 

Canaan as Dorus160, 215 

Canaan as Farbauti 160 

Canaan as Gunidu 17, 84, 146, 160 

Canaan as Huitzilopochtli 69, 160 


524 


Kingship AT Its Source 
Canaan as Kuat 63, 404 
Canaan as Tan-Gun 160 
Canaan as Tudia 132, 160 


Canaan as Tue 160, 215, 299 

Canaan as Tu-matuenga 94, 160, 299 
Canaanite clan 84-86, 89-93, 95, 230, 299 
Canaanites (race) 212, 281, 338 

Caphtor, Crete 58 


Caphtor as Don (Danu) 59, 61, 89, 163, 217, 311 
Cappadocian wine god 185-187 

Car. See Joktan as Car. 

Caradawg (Caradoc). See Peleg as Caradawg. 
Carians 13, 235 

Caribs 62, 75, 209, 218 

Carpetani (tribe) 235, 260 

Cauca. See Ham as Cauca. 


Caucasians 86, 187-188 

Cauchi (tribe) 207 

Celtic linguistic stock 32. Also see Brythonic Celts and 
Goidelic Celts. 

Celtiberians 234, 259-281 

Centum Aryans 10, 18-20, 29-32, 100, 102, 292-295, 358 
Centum-Satem distinction 47, 100 

Chaldeans 337 

Chazars (tribe) 237 


Cherkasses (tribe) 236 

Cherokee (tribe) 236 

Chinese (race) 232 

Chinese chronology 227-228 
Chinese culture 180, 219 

Chinese dialects 318 

Chios 309 

Chipiapoos. See Madai as Chipiapoos. 
Choctaw (tribe) 236 


Coeus 215 
Coeus as Urukagina 147, 251, 254, 280 
Cogni (tribe) 403 


Colchians 168, 232, 338 
Colchis 28, 250, 303 
Comanche (tribe) 232 
Cosetani (tribe) 213, 260 

Cree (tribe) 216 

Creus 216 

Croats (Hrvati) 236 

Cumans (tribe) 232 

Curiones (tribe) 404-406 
Curse on Canaan3, 93, 287, 290, 299, 313 
Cush as Chernobog 158 
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Cush as Cush 213-260 


Cush as Enlil 17,57, 142, 158, 290-291 

Cush as Hyperion 16,88, 158, 290 

Cush as Karakus 158 

Cush as Pan 68, 158 

Cush as Quirinus158, 293-294 

Cush as Tane-mahuta 54, 158, 213 

Cush as Tezcatlipoca 67-69, 158, 291-292, 294, 325 
Cush as Vidar 158 

Cush as Xuthus 158 

Cush as Yangi 132 


Cybele. See Uma as Cybele. 
Cymru. See Gomer as Gomer. 


D 
Dacians 239 
Dakotan linguistic stock 71-72, 75, 210 


Daksha I. See Arphaxad I as Daksha I. 
Dan (eponym of the Danes). See Phut as Dan. 


Dan (West African tribe) 217 
Danaans 213 
Danes 215 


Daramulun. See Riphath (Seba) as Daramulun. 
Darazhazh. See the Pawnee. 

Daughters of Noah. See Noah, daughters of. 

Dazhbog. See Gomer as Dazhbog. 

Delos 309 

Demeter. See Sin- as Demeter. 

Didanu. See Noah as Didanu. 

Diduni (tribe) 403 

Dilmun 99 

Diluvian family 81-82 

Dionysus. See Riphath (Seba) as Dionysus. 
Disappearance of Telipinu 189-190 

Diti. See Inanna as Diti. 

Djoser. See Shelah as Djoser. 

Don. See Caphtor- as Don. 

Dorians 215 

Dragon image 255, 349 

Dravidians. See Tamils. 

Dumuzi-abzu (female version). See Kali as Dumuzi-abzu. 
Dumuzi-abzu (male version). See Riphath-Seba as Dumuzi-abzu. 
Dumuzi the Shepherd. See Ham as Dumuzi the Shepherd. 
Durga (Sheba-I) as Hathor 177, 354 

Durga (Sheba-I) as Ninhursag177 

Durga (Sheba-I) as ShebalI 88, 90, 177, 219, 393 
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E 
Ea. See Sidon as Enki. 
Eanna Dynasty (Dynasty II period) 6, 144 


Eanatum, grandson of Heth 146, 181-182 
Eber as Aegyptus 198 

Eber as Athamas75, 154, 234 

Eber as Atys 13, 89, 154, 234 

Eber as Bor 154 

Eber as Eber 234 

Eber as Ebrium 154, 331-333 

Eber as Elam 87, 115, 155, 234 

Eber as Ebore 44,154 

Eber as Fa 44,155 


Eber as Faunus 155, 402 
Eber as Gilgamesh 23-24, 120, 144-145, 155, 211, 234, 270- 
277 


Eber as Gundestrup horseman of the boar insignia 35-37, 40, 
44 

Eber as Nabu (Nebo) 155, 234 

Eber as Nuabu 155, 234 

Eber as Samug (Mezsamug) 145, 155, 234 
Eber as Tamas 155 

Eber as Tubal 87, 120, 154, 234, 270 
Eber as Yamm 115, 155 

Ebira (tribe) 234 

Ebla (Ibla) 332-333 

Ebore. See Eber as Ebore. 

Ebrie (tribe) 234 


Egypt, Upper and Lower 10, 107-108, 120-121, 296-297, 
351-355 


Egyptian chronology 122-128, 197, 263-265 
Egyptian Dynasty I 108, 117 

Egyptian Dynasty II 119 

Egyptian Dynasty III 122 

Egyptian Dynasty IV 118-119, 262-269 
Egyptian Dynasty V 133-135 


Elam. See Eber as Elam. 

Elam (Lumma), land of 111-112, 192, 235, 282, 310-311 
Elamites 234 

Electronic Text Corpus of Sumerian Literature 270, 273-274 
Elephant image 221, 224, 301 

Eleven, sets of 93-98 

Elishah as Agenor 24, 89, 157, 212 

Elishah as Alkhla24 

Elishah as Elishah 212 

Elishah as Hela 157, 289, 336 

Ellil (Akkadian Enlil) 313 
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El Shaddai 342 

Emsu. See Joktan as Emsu. 

Encyclopedia Mythica 313-314, 322, 324 
English (Angli) 214 

Enki. See Sidon as Enki. 

Enkidu. See Tarshish as Enkidu. 

Enlil. See Cush as Enlil. 

Enmebaraggesi. See Ham as Enmebaraggagesi. 
Enmeduranna. See Shem as Enmeduranna. 
Enmenunna. See Sidon as Enmenunna. 
Enmerkar. See Abimael as Enmerkar. 

Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta 254, 259, 270 
Ennead, Egyptian “Great Nine” 26-29 
Eponymous ancestry 13-14 

Erechite heroes. See Japhethite clan as Erechite heroes and 
Bogatyri. 

Ereshkigal. See Mahadevi as Ereshkigal. 

Eridu, city of Enki 81-86, 312 

Esu. See Joktan as Esu. 

Esus. See Joktan as Esus. 


Etruscans (Rasena) 86, 187-189, 209, 224, 261, 265, 
280 

Euhemerism 15, 17, 193 

Europa, myth of 15 

Europe 36, 39 

Eyeish (tribe) 212 

F 


Fa. See Eber as Fa. 

Farbauti. See Canaan as Farbauti. 

Feng-Du (Chinese Hades) 99, 104, 219, 226-231 
Fenris. See Tarshish as Fenris. 

Fergus. See Peleg as Fergus. 

Feudal sonship 93-98 

Finns 206. Also see Noah as Sidon and Noah as Ukko. 
First Kish Dynasty. See Sumerian Dynasty I. 

First Kish, ethnology 83-86 

Four-year module 144-147 

Frey. See Peleg as Frey. 

Fornjot. See Japheth as Fornjot. 

Fuliiru (tribe) 235 


G 

Gaia. See Kali as Gaia. 

Galindae (tribe) 232, 338-342 

Gallic tetrad 20, 34, 305-306 
Ganda (tribe) 216 
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Ganesha. See Sabtah as Ganesha. 
Gauls (Goidelic Celts, Gaels) 235, 261, 343 
Gaur. See Gether as Gaur. 
Geb. See Noah as Geb. 
“Gebship.” 186 
Gelonus. See Hul as Gelonus. 
Geneology of Genesis 11 4-5 
Georgia. See Caucasians. 


Gerraei (tribe) 235 

Gether as Agathyrsus 88, 92, 168, 232, 239 
Gether as Arcas (Ark-) 92, 168, 232 

Gether as Gaur 168, 337 

“Ghost phonemes” 332 

Gilgamesh. See Eber as Gilgamesh. 

Gilgamesh, Epic of 148-149 

Gilgamesh and Agga 259, 272-273 


Gilgamesh and the Bull of Heaven 270-272 

Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living 23-24, 110, 270, 273- 
275, 288 

Gilgamesh, Enkidu and the Nether World 275 

Giligammae (tribe) 234 

Glooskap. See Noah as Glooskap. 

Gomer as Dazhbog 98, 153, 261 

Gomer as Gomer 208 

Gomer as Himavan 85, 153, 262 

Gomer as Himerus 153 

Gomer as Hler 88, 153, 261, 393 

Gomer as Khufu (Cheops) 85, 118-119, 134, 153, 170, 261- 
263 

Gomer as Lagomar 154, 261 


Gomer as Lugalure 147 

Gomer as Llyr 112, 154, 208, 261 
Gomer as Mont 154, 208, 262, 353-354, 405 
Gomerites 34, 41-42, 49, 108-110, 122, 261 
Gomorrah 283-284 

Goths (tribe) 218 


Gourma (tribe) 207 
Graves, Robert 15, 212, 310 


Griffin image 221-224, 331, 334, 336, 358 

Gudea. See Sidon as Gudea. 

Gudea’s dream vision 326-327 

Gugalanna (Sumerian “Bull of Heaven”) 270-272 

Gundestrup Caldron 7, 11, 32-40, 55, 83-86, 99, 115, 
173, 220-225, 250, 253- 255, 258-259, 


272, 290, 294-296, 322, 343-349, 355-358 
Gunidu. See Canaan as Gunidu. 

Gutanu (Akkadian “Bull of Heaven”) 270 
Gutians 53, 121, 128-131, 210, 346, 394 
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H 

Hablum (Havilah II). See Ham as Hablum. 

Hades. See Heth as Hades. 

Hades (Hellenic underworld) 22-25, 46-47 

Hadoram. See Arphaxad I as Hadoram. 

Hadramaut 24, 46-49, 237, 406 

Hakka Chinese 319 

Hallo, William W. 110-114, 128-131, 140-145, 182, 184, 
201-202, 252, 292, 306, BLL; 314-316, 
330, 345 

Ham, sin of 3 

Ham asAnshar 93, 152 

Ham as Bera 136, 140, 152, 256 

Ham as Cauca 152, 207 

Ham as Dumuzi the Shepherd 63, 148-149, 152, 254, 396- 
397 

Ham as Enmebaraggesi 83, 90, 140, 145, 152, 311 

Ham as Girgash- 92, 152 

Ham as Gurmu_ 17, 152, 207, 214, 256 

Ham as Hablum 256 


Ham as Hanu 152, 207 

Ham as Heh of the Ogdoad 152, 355 
Ham as Havilah II 10, 86, 88, 152, 390 
Ham as Hermes 17, 92, 152, 254, 256 
Ham as Ilshu 114, 146, 152, 331 
Ham as Jemshid 152, 323 

Ham as Kama 152, 323 

Ham as Kirghiz Khan 152 

Ham as Raki 54, 152 

Ham as Shu 26, 29, 152 


Ham as Tamusi 56, 63, 152, 207 
Ham as Tammuz 152, 207, 238 
Ham as Ur-Nammu 140-142, 152 


Ham as Veles 215 
Ham as Zehuti (Thoth) 152, 355 
Hamath- as Anath 163, 302 


Hamath- as Bau 163, 309 
Hamath- as Hera92, 163, 307, 320 


Hamath- as Naphtuh- 61, 163 

Hamath- as Nephthys 163, 354 

Hamath- as Ninmar 163 

Hamath- as Saraswati 88, 163, 302 

Hamitic linguistic stock 3-4, 120-121, 256, 264, 296-297, 
326 

Ham’s sons (Titans) 16, 108, 117-119, 122, 275, 291, 
391-393 


Han, Mandarin-speaking Chinese 214, 319 
Hanu. See Ham as Hanu. 
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Haran 220, 320 
Has. See Heth as the Has. 
Hathor. See Durga (Sheba-I) as Hathor. 
Havilah. See Mahadevi as Havilah I and Ham as Havilah II. 
Havilah, land of 9-10 


Hazarmaveth as Hazarmaveth 237 
Hazarmaveth as Mot 23-24, 89, 169, 237 
Hebrews 232, 281, 295, 337-338, 342 


Hela. See Elishah as Hela. 
Heliopolis 121 
Hellenes 39, 86, 215, 238-239 


Hellenic mythology 15-16, 22-25, 39 
Helius. See Nimrod as Helius. 
Helvetians (tribe) 240 


Hephaestus. See Peleg as Hephaestus. 
Hera. See Hamath- as Hera. 

Herakles. See Shem as Herakles. 
Herakles’s sons 168 


Herodotus 308 

Hessians (Chatti) 218, 299 

Hestia. See Zemar- as Hestia. 

Heth as Hades 88, 91-92 164, 308 


Heth as the Has 387-388 

Heth as Hedammu 164, 192 

Heth as Oman 64, 164, 218, 403 

Heth as Orosh 387-388 

Heth as Ur-Nanshe 46, 100, 114, 164, 181-189, 193-194, 199, 
205, 219, 224, 278 

Himalayas, pass through 53-54 

Himavan. See Gomer as Himavan. 

Himyari (tribe) 231 


Hindu philosophy 302 
Himerus. See Gomer as Himerus. 
Hittites 86, 317 


Hittite Great Storm God (Uunna). See Shem as the Hittite Great 
Storm God. 

Hler. See Gomer as Hler. 

Hobal. See Obal as Hobal. 

Hobaritae (tribe) 236 

Hoenir. See Nimrod as Hoenir. 

Hoffner, Harry A. 189-192 

Horus the Younger (Harsieis). See Sabtah as Horus the Younger. 
Huangdi, Emperor 228. Also see Akurgal. 

Huitzilopochtli. See Canaan as Huitzilopochtli. 

Hul as Gelonus 232 


Hul as Hul 232 
Hul as Hullr 168 
Hul as Hyllus 88, 168 
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Hul as Kemur 168, 355 

Hul as Khaldi 168, 232, 337 

Hul as Meskalamdug 168, 337 

Hullr. See Hul as Hullr. 

Huns 203, 217 

Hurrians 190-192, 208, 281, 337, 342 

Hurricano. See Magog as Hurricano. 

Huwawa (Humbaba) 24, 110, 274-275, 278 
Hyperion. See Cush as Hyperion. 


I 

Iae. See Phut as Iae. 

Iapetus. See Phut as lapetus. 
Ibate. See Riphath as Ibate. 
Iberni. See Iverni. 

Ibranum. See Javan as Ibranum. 
Idrae (tribe) 237 

Ikshvaku. See Noah as Ikshvaku. 
Illyrians 239-240, 243 
Imdugud Bird 275 
Imta. See Phut as Imta. 

Inachus. See Noah as Inachus. 
Inanna as Artemis 92, 102-103, 173, 307, 309 


Inanna as Cainan 173, 400 

Inanna as Diti (Aditi) 92, 95, 101-102, 173, 312, 397-398, 
400 

Inanna as Inanna 98, 173, 190, 270-271 


Inanna as Ishtar 173, 300 

Inanna as Medb 99, 102, 173, 220-224 

Inanna as Sekhmet 173-174 

Inanna as Uzal 89,173 

Inanna and the God of Wisdom 99, 190, 229 
Inanna Succession 4, 95, 126, 148, 191, 290, 300, 305, 312, 
325,820; 307 

India 40-42, 183-185, 200-201 

Indian Kinglists 42-43 

Indus Valley seals 200-201 

Indo-European origins 10-12, 15-21, 32-40, 84-86, 100 
Inimbakesh. See Togarmah as Inimbakesh. 

Inti. See Japheth as Inti. 

Ion. See Nimrod as Ion. 

Ionians. See Yavanas. 

Iraqw (tribe) 232 

Iroquoian linguistic stock 235 

Irra. See Peleg as Irra. 

Isa (tribe) 232 

Ishtar. See Inanna as Ishtar. 

Ishkur. See Shem as Ishkur. 
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Isin King List. See Sumerian King List. 
Isis (Isa). See Arvad- as Isis. 
Issedones 106 


Idunn 336 

Italics 39, 401-402 

Italoi (Ausonians, Oscans) 237, 402 
Iverni (Irish) 209, 259-261, 269 


Ivriz. See Cappadocian wine god. 
Izanagi. See Sidon as Izanagji. 


Jade Emperor. See Arphaxad I as the Jade Emperor. 
Japanese 213 


Japheth as Atab 90, 145 

Japheth as Atum Re 8, 29, 121, 153, 256-257, 261, 355 
Japheth as Ensipazianna 149, 153 

Japheth as Fornjot 153, 393 

Japheth as Inti 64, 153 

Japheth as Kedorlaomer 136, 153, 258 

Japheth as Kek of the Ogdoad 153 

Japheth as Lacedaemon 14, 153, 208 

Japheth as Lahmu 153 

Japheth as Lugh 154, 208, 222 

Japheth as Luh-ishan 147 

Japheth as Masluh- 59, 61, 153, 208 

Japheth as Maslum (Malsumis) 80, 153 

Japheth as Re-Harakhte 5, 144, 153, 353 

Japheth as Sheba II 86, 88, 153, 393 

Japheth as Snefru (Snofru) 119, 134, 153, 262, 356 

Japheth as Suilap 153, 208, 393 

Japheth as Svarog 98, 155, 277, 353 

Japheth as Tonatiuh 69, 153 

Japheth as Zuabu 131-133, 137-138, 153 
Japhethites 6-7, 34, 95, 246-249, 252, 259-261 
Japhethites as Erechite heroes 6, 64, 95, 223-225, 
256, 328 

Javan as Bran 6, 154, 268 

Javan as Ibranum 128, 130, 154, 209 

Javan as Redjedef 118-119, 135, 154, 269 

Javanites 21, 24, 62, 108-110, 120, 196, 198-200, 288- 
289, 308, 336, 391- 393, 398-399 

Jassy (Iasi) 240 


Jazyges (lazygyges) 237, 240, 243 

Jemshid. See Ham as Jemshid. 

Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] as Assaracus 158, 170, 237, 
239-240 

Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] as Athtar 89, 158, 170, 
237, 239-240 
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Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] as Jerah [Poss. Herakles/Zeus-II] 


Jobab. See Uma as Jobab. 
Joktan as Aram 37, 87, 155, 175, 235 


Joktan as Bes 155, 235 

Joktan as Besh 110,155; 235 
Joktan as Car 13-15, 89, 155, 235 
Joktanas Emsu 132,155 

Joktan as Esu 44,132,155 
Joktan as Esus 34-35, 39, 132, 155 


Joktan as Joktan 236 

Joktan as Khaba 119 

Joktan as Khitan 155, 175, 236 

Joktan as Kubera155, 175-176, 236 

Joktan as Mael (Mil) the Tall 155, 236, 262 
Joktan as Melgart 133, 155,277 

Joktan as Meshech 87, 98, 155, 236 

Joktan as Meskiaggasher 98, 145, 155, 277, 353 
Joktan as Odin 17,155; 238 

Joktan as Re-Neb 119 

Joktan as Tizkar 145 

Joktanites tribes of Arabia 100, 174-175 
Joktanite tribes as Sarmatia 100, 174-175, 401-402 
Jormagandr. See Rodan- as Jormangandr. 


K 

Kali as Bastet 177, 354-355 
Kali as Dumuzi-abzu 177 
Kali as executioner 346-348 
Kali as Gaia 177, 179 
Kalias Lahamu 177 

Kali as Ophir 88, 90, 177 


Kama. See Kama as Ham. 

Kamrusepa. See Mahadevi as Kamrusepa. 
Kampilya. See Mugamimla, son of Heth. 
Karaduku. See Peleg as Karaduku. 

Kara Khan. See Ripheth (Seba) as Kara Khan. 
Karakus. See Cush as Karakus. 

Karamba. See Nahor as Karamba. 

Karen (tribe) 405 

Kari. See Magog as Amazonian Kari. 

Kari. See Magog as Teutonic Kari. 

Karibu. See Sidon as Enki (Ea). 

Karttikeya (Skanda) 302 

Karsit. See Sabtah as Karsit. 

Kassites 218 

Kasyapa. See Sidon as Kasyapa. 
Kedorlaomer. See Japheth as Kedorlaomer. 
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Kemur. See Hul as Kemur. 
Khaba. See Joktan as Khaba. 
Khafre. See Arurim as Khafre. 
Khaldi. See Hul as Khaldi. 
Khetm. See Kitt- as Khetm. 
Khitan. See Joktan as Khitan. 


Khitans (tribe) 236, 405 

Khmer 231, 262, 405 

Khnum. See Arphaxad I as Khnum. 

Khoisans (Khoikhoi) 43, 60-61, 215-216, 254, 279-280, 
403 


Khufu. See Gomer as Khufu. 

Kikku-siwe-tempti. See Riphath (Seba) as Kikku-siwe-tempti. 
Kikuyu (tribe) 212 

Kingu. See Peleg as Kingu. 

Kish (Sumerian imperial capital) 81-86 

“Kish Chronicle” 203-204 

Kish dynasties. See First Kish etc. 

Kishar. See Uma as Kishar. 

Kitt- as Cadmus 89, 157, 198, 213 


Kitt- as Khetm 158, 198 
Kitt- as Lugal-kitun 146, 158, 213 
Kongo (tribe) 216 


Koreans 231 

Kothar-wa-khasis. See Sidon as Kother-wa-khasis. 
Kramer, Samuel Noah 12, 82, 99, 143, 220, 272-274, 326 
Kubera. See Joktan as Kubera. . 

Kudai Bai Ulgon. See Noah as Kudai Bai Ulgon. 
Kuat. See Canaan as Kuat. 

Kudda. See Noah as Kudda. 

Kumarbi (Shem). See Shem as Kumarbi (Shem). 
Kurds 235 

Kurum. See Magog as Kurum. 

Kurumba (tribe) 236 

Kushitics 213 


L 

Lacedaemon. See Japheth as Lacedaemon. 
Lacedaemonians (Spartans) 208 
Laconia 309 

Lagash 81-86, 181-183, 254, 256 
Lahamu. See Kali as Lahamu. 

Lahmu. See Japheth as Lahamu. 

Lak (Austroasiatic god) 262 

Lakshmi. See Sin- as Lakshmi. 


Land claims, earliest 8, 90 
Lapps 208 
Latini 232, 235 


535 


Lebor Gabala Eirenn 265 

Lega (tribe) 235 

Lehab-. See Noah as Lehab-. 

Leopard image 13, 223 

Lion image 84-86, 326-327, 358 

Llyr. See Gomer as Llyr. 

Logi. See Madai as Logi. 

Loki. See Sidon as Loki. 

Lombards (tribe) 241 

Lud. See Peleg as Lud. 

Lugalannemundu. See Peleg as Lugalannemundu. 
Lugalbanda. See Shelah as Lugalbanda. 

Lugalbanda in the Wilderness. 256-257, 328-329 
Lugal-Kingineshdudu. See Sabtah as Lugal-Kingineshdudu. 
Lugalzagesi. See Shem as Lugalzagesi. 

Lugh. See Japheth as Lugh. 

Lugi (tribe) 403 

Luh-ishan. See Japheth as Luh-ishan. 

Lumma. See Elam, land of. 

Lutiburi (tribe) 403 


Lutii (tribe) 403 

M 

Ma’at. See Anam- as Ma’at. 

Mabinogion 1211253115335 
Madai as Agni 154, 267 

Madai as Ahura Mazda 90, 154, 267, 324 
Madai as Chipiapoos 79,154 
Madai as Logi 88, 154, 267, 393 
Madai as Madai 209 

Madai as Mashda 90, 145, 154, 267 
Madai as Pachacamac 154 

Madai as Svarogich 154 


Madhe. See Mash as Madhe. 
Mael the Tall. See Joktan as Mael the Tall. 
Magan (Sumerian Egypt) 99 


Magog as Anubis 154, 354 

Magog as Ayar Manco 63, 153, 402 

Magog as Hurricano 6, 153, 208, 265 
Magog as Kalibum 153, 208-209, 281 
Magog as Amazonian Kari 64,154, 265 

Magog as Teutonic Kari 88, 153, 265, 393-394, 405 
Magog as Kurum 130, 154, 405 

Magog as Magog 208 

Magog as Mango-Capac 63-64, 153, 209, 265 
Magog as Menkaure 118-119, 265 
Magog as Rudra 6, 153, 265 

Magog as Svantovit 153 
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Kingship AT Its Source 
Magyars (Hungarians) 402 
Mahadevi as Ereshkigal 177, 276-277, 356 
Mahadevi as founder of Lagash 80-85 
Mahadevi as the Gundestrup Braided Goddess 9, 356-358 
Mahadevi as Havilah I 10, 88, 177, 390 
Mahadevi as Kamrusepa 177-178, 187 
Mahadevi as Maia 61, 177, 244 
Mahadevi as Nagyboldogasszony 177, 402 
Mahadevi as Naunet of the Ogdoad 177 
Mahadevi as Noah’s wife. See Mahadevi as Naunet and Tiamat. 


Mahadevi as Tiamat 9-10, 30-32, 90, 93, 100, 177, 357 
Mahadevi as Uadjet (Wazet) 177, 354-355 

Mahadevi as Yemaya 177 

Mahadevi tetrad 27, 63, 335 

Mannai (tribe) 220 


Manchus 218 

Mandara 214 

Mandaru. See Mizraim as Mandaru. 

Manetho 124 

Mango Capac. See Magog as Mango Capac. 

Manishtushu. See Serug as Manishtushu. 

Marduk Epic (“Enuma elish”) 3, 9, 82-83, 93, 100-101, 109, 181- 

183, 190, 192, 250, 273-274, 
291, 293, 298, 313, 317 

Marhashi 256 

Mari 330-331 

Markasi 256 

Mars. See Nimrod as Mars. 

Marvingi (tribe) 404-406 

Mash as Madhe 168 

Mash as Mashech 232 

Mash as Math 88, 168, 335, 337 

Mashda. See Madai as Mashda. 

Masluh-. See Japheth as Masluh-. 

Maslum (Malsumis). See Japheth as Maslum. 

Massogetae 168, 188, 232, 340-342 

Math (British hero). See Mash as Math. 

Mash (Syrian god). See Mash as Math. 

Mayans 62-66, 244 

Me. See Sumerian “me”. 

Medb. See Inanna as Medb. 

Medea. See Arvad- as Medea. 

Medes 6, 209, 213 

Melchizedek. See Shem as Melchizedek. 

Melgart. See Joktan as Melgart. 


Meluhha 99 
Memphite Theology 125, 138-139 
Mende 214 
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Menes. See Serug as Menes. 

Menkaure. See Magog as Menkaure. 

Mennumna. See Mizraim as Menumna. 
Mesannepadda. See Arphaxad I as Mesannepadda. 
Meshech. See Joktan as Meshech. 

Meskiaggasher. See Joktan as Meskiaggasher. 
Mesoamerican mythology 65-71 


Metelis, Battle of 38-39, 60, 108, 256 
Mili Kurds 236 

Millard, Alan 331-332 

Min (Chinese) 319 

Min. See Mizraim as Min. 

Minoans (Caphtorim) 58-61, 308, 312 
Mitanni, Kingdom of 341-342 


Mizraim (“Two Egypts”). See Egypt, Upper and Lower 
Mizraim as Amenominakanushi 113, 159, 213, 297 


Mizraim as Achaeus 158, 213 

Mizraim as Aka 57, 83, 90, 120, 145, 159, 213, 272-273, 296 
Mizraim as Angle 159, 214 

Mizraim as Mandaru 57, 85, 132, 159, 214 
Mizraim as Mennumna 113-114, 146, 159, 297 
Mizraim as Min 104, 159, 295 

Mizraim as Mizraim (Musri) 214 

Mizraim as Mynogan 113,159,311 
Mizraim as Oceanus 88, 113, 159, 391 
Mizraim as Tabaldak 80, 159 

Mizraim as Tangaroa 94, 159 

Mizraim clan 57-61, 104-106 

Moesians (Mysians) 237, 239-240, 243 
Mon (tribe) 405 

Monogenesis 9, 127-128, 183, 200 


Mont. See Gomer as Mont. 

Mossi (Moshe) 214 

Mot. See Hazarmaveth as Mot. 
Mugamimla, son of Heth 184, 228, 231 
Mummu. See Shem as Mummu. 


Mushki (tribe) 236 
Muskogee (tribe) 236 
Musi (tribe) 207 


Mynogan. See Mizraim as Mynogan. 
Mythology, historical value of 12-15 


N 

Nahor as Karamba 179, 236 

Nahor as Nahor 236 

Nahor as Naram Sin 88, 104, 109, 128-131, 179, 346- 
347 

Nahor as Narmer (Nahor) 88, 107-111, 119, 122, 180 
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Kingship AT Its Source 
Nahuatl (Aztecs) 62, 236 
Nammu. See Uma as Nammu. 
Nanabozho. See Phut as Nanabozho (Manibush). 
Nanna. See Arphaxad I as Nanna. 
Nanshe. See Uma as Nanshe. 
Naram Sin. See Nahor as Naram Sin. 
Narmer (Nahor). See Nahor as Narmer (Nahor). 
Narmer (Nahor) Palette. 104-111 
“Nativism” 200, 264, 333 
Narfi, son of Sidon 289, 336 
Naphtuh-. See Hamath- as Naphtuh-. 
Nebti, two 179 
Neferefre. See Arphaxad I as Neferefre. 
Nefertum. See Shelah as Nefertum. 
Neith. See Zemar as Neith. 
Nekhebet. See Uma as Nekhebet. 
Nemean Lion 322 
Nephthys. See Hamath as Nephthys. 
Neptunus. See Noah as Neptunus. 
Nergal. See Peleg as Nergal. 


“Nergalship” 186, 188 

Nimrod as Ahriman 166, 324 

Nimrod as Amun Re 8, 120, 166, 256, 302, 356 

Nimrod as Asshur 14, 87, 115, 166, 217, 324-327 
Nimrod as Helius 13, 166, 217 

Nimrod as Hoenir 166 

Nimrod as Huni 119, 122-123, 134, 166, 202-203, 217 
Nimrod as Ion 13, 166, 198, 217, 224 

Nimrod as Mars 166 

Nimrod as Pra-Vira 197 

Nimrod as Ningirsu. See Nimrod as Ninurta. 

Nimrod as Ninib 300 

Nimrod as Ninurta (Ningirsu) 17, 142, 166, 300, 313, 325- 
327, 396-397 

Nimrod as Olorun 44-45, 166 

Nimrod as Orion 13, 166 

Nimrod as Reu 13, 87, 116, 166, 199, 203. Also see 
Nimrod as Sargon. 

Nimrod as Sagara 166, 194-197, 217 

Nimrod as Sargon of Agade 15, 43, 78, 166, 194-197, 
217, 289-290, 302, 324- 327 
Nimrod as Varuna 166, 223, 324, 326, 346 

Nimrod in Asia Minor 13-15, 166 


Nineveh 166 

Ningal. See Uma as Ningal. 

Ninhursag. See Durga (Sheba-I) as Ninhursag. 
Ninmar. See Hamath- as Ninmar. 

Nippur, city of Enlil 81-86 
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Noah as Alalu 150, 190-191, 292-293 
Noah as An (Anu) 27, 150, 396-397, 389 
Noah as Apsu 82, 93, 125, 150 

Noah as Dagan (Siton) 150, 206, 389 

Noah as Dedan 86-90, 150, 389-390 

Noah as Didanu 90, 133, 150, 389-390 


Noah as Etana 90, 145, 150, 205, 390 
Noah as Geb 26-29, 61, 150 

Noah as Glooskap 80, 203 

Noah as Ikshvaku 150, 203 

Noah as Inachus 150, 210 

Noah as Indra 150, 389 


Noah as Kudai Bai Ulgon 27, 150, 250, 395-396 
Noah as Lehab- 59, 150, 206 
Noah as Neptunus 150 


Noah as Nun of the Ogdoad 120, 150 
Noah as Kudda_ 150 

Noah as Ukko 113, 150, 204, 389 
Noah as Ukush (Ukusi) 113, 147, 150, 204, 389 
Noah as Ziusudra 41, 148-149, 151, 250 
Noah’s daughters 87-88, 91, 307, 319-320 


Noah's lifespan 125 

Nomes of the Nile 351-355 

North American linguistic stocks 71-80 
North American mythology 77-80 
Nubians 234 

Nudimmud. See Sidon as Nudimmud. 
Nuer (tribe) 234 

Nun. See Noah as Nun. 

Nut as the Mahadevi tetrad 27, 29 


O 
Obalas Apollo 92, 102, 174, 237, 240, 251, 307 
Appendix VII 428 


Obal as Hobal 174, 237 

Obal as Shamash 95,174 

Obal as Utu 89, 92, 94, 99, 174, 237, 251, 273-274 
Ocean Dragon Kings 26, 53, 117, 120, 219, 225-226, 
254-255, 275 


Oceanus. See Mizraim as Oceanus. 
Odin. See Joktan as Odin. 

Ogdoad of Hermonthis 120 

Olifat. See Riphath (Seba) as Olifat. 
Olmecs 61 

Olorun. See Nimrod as Olorun. 
Olympians 19-20, 91, 256, 306-310, 352 
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Kingship AT Its Source 
Omamitae (tribe) 176, 244 
Oman. See Heth as Oman. 
Omani (South American tribe) 218 
Omani (Teutonic tribe) 403 
Ophir. See Kali as Ophir. 
Ophlones (tribe) 175, 237 
Orion. See Nimrod as Orion. 
Orosh. See Heth as the Orosh. 
Orpheus. See Almodad as Orpheus. 
Osi (tribe) 237-238 
Osiris-Asir (Asir, Usire). See Riphath (Seba) as Osiris-Asir. 
Osyli (tribe) 175, 237 


P 

Padan-Aram 252, 281, 295 
Page, Willie F. 214 

Pah. See Sidon as Pah. 

Pallas Athene. See Uma as Pallas Athene. 
Pan. See Cush as Pan. 

Parthians (Paradas) 187, 215 

Parvati. See Arvad- as Parvati. 

Pashupati. See Riphath (Seba) as Shiva Pashupati. 
Pawnee (tribe) 213 

Pelasgus. See Ashkenaz as Pelasgus. 
Pele. See Bilika. 

Peleg as Bhrigu 161 


Peleg as Caradawg (Caradoc) 161 

Peleg as Cernunnus 8, 83-86, 116, 161, 235 
Peleg as Fergus (Fercos) 161, 306 

Peleg as Frey (Fricco) 17, 161 

Peleg as Hephaestus 161, 306, 309, 320 
Peleg as Hiv- 87,92, 161 

Peleg as Iltasadum 161, 284 

Peleg as “He Rules Them All” 90, 161, 304 

Peleg as Irra (Gira) 161, 235 

Peleg as Karaduku 161, 235, 305 

Peleg as Kingu 6, 9, 161, 178, 181-183, 235 
Peleg as Lugalannemundu 7-8, 114, 144, 146, 161 
Peleg as Lud 115, 161, 235, 403 
Peleg as Nergal 161 

Peleg as Peleg 235 

Peleg as Peli Awan 146, 161 

Peleg as Perkuna 161, 189, 253, 304 
Peleg as Phrixus 161, 235, 321 

Peleg as Pillan 64-65, 161 

Peleg as Prometheus 161, 295-298, 305 
Peleg as Puluga 64, 162, 235 

Peleg as Purugin 162, 196 
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Peleg as Puru Kan 162 


Peleg as Sabtecah 114, 161, 304-306 
Peleg as Sobek (Sobdek) 162, 353-354 
Peleg as Resheph 162 

Peleg as Telipinu 162, 178, 189-190, 304 
Peleg as Tessub 162, 191-192, 253 

Peleg as Vulcan 162, 381 

Perkuna. See Peleg as Perkuna. 

Persians, origins of 323 

Philist- as Beli the Great 163, 311 

Philist- as Philist- 217 

Philistines 99, 217 

Phoenicians 193-194, 198-199, 209, 213 


Phoenix. See Tarshish as Phoenix. 
Phrixus. See Peleg as Phrixus. 
Phrygian mythology 14, 235 
Phut as Aeolus 159, 215, 297 

Phut as Dan (Den) 159, 215 


Phut as Iae 63, 159 

Phut as Iapetus 88, 159, 215, 295, 297 
Phut as Imta 128-131, 159, 298 
Phut as Nanabozho 78-79, 159 


Phut as Stribog 159 

Phut as Tawhiri-matea 54-55, 159, 215 

Phut as Un 79,159 

Phut’s “sons” as second generation Titans 297-298 
Pillan. See Peleg as Pillan. 


Pishon and Gihon Rivers 245 

Plurals in Genesis 10 names 93-94 
Poles 237 

Polynesian pantheon 594-55 
Population of the Noahic world 122 


Poseidon. See Sidon as Poseidon. 

Poseidon’s family as the Belus-Agenor group 24-25 
Predynastic pharaohs of Egypt 25, 289, 351 

Prometheus. See Peleg as Prometheus. 

Psalm 82 264, 344 

Pteria. See Cappadocia wine god. 

Ptolemy’s ancient atlas 101, 106, 174-176, 189, 216, 231, 240- 


242, 260, 280, 339- 340, 403 
Punic Wars 252 
Punt (region) 298 
Purana Epics 185 


Puru Kan. See Peleg as Puru Kan. 
Pyramid image 128 


Q 
Quadi (tribe) 404 
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Kingship AT Its Source 
Quetzalcoatl. See Ashkenaz as Quetzalcoatl. 
Quirinus. See Cush as Quirinus. 


R 

Raamah. See Shem as Raamah. 
Raffaele, Francesco. 116-117 
Raki. See Ham as Raki. 

Ram image 86, 223 
Ramayana 113 


Rasena. See Etruscans. 

Redjedef. See Javan as Redjedef. 
Re-Harakhte. See Japheth as Re-Harakhte. 
Re-Harakhte, chronology derived from 5, 11, 246 
Rehoboth-Ir. See Assur. 

Re-Neb. See Joktan as Re-Neb. 

Resen (Rezin) 224 

Rezin. See Resen. 

Reu. See Nimrod as Reu. 

Rhea. See Uma as Rhea. 

Rhodanaus (Rhone) River 260-261 
Riphath as Adamu 91, 132, 156 


Riphath as Adapa 156, 211 

Riphath as Amor- 132, UBT 2d 

Riphath as Daramulun 156, 212 

Riphath as Dionysus 93, 156 

Riphath as Dumuzi-abzu 156 

Riphath as Ibate 130, 147 

Riphath as Kara Khan 156 

Riphath as Mulac 66, 88, 156 
Riphath as Kikku-siwe-tempti 212 

Riphath as Olifat 157,212,285 

Riphath as Osiris-Asir 27-29, 156, 285, 353, 355 
Riphath as Sabazius 149, 157 

Riphath as Seba 41-42, 113, 156 
Riphath as Shiva 157, 172 

Riphath as Shiva Pashupati 83, 157, 278 
Riphath as Tamula 596, 156, 212, 284 
Ro. See Rodan- as Ro. 

Rodan- as Danaus 89, 158, 198, 213 
Rodan- as Jormangandr158, 289, 336 

Rodan- as Ro 158, 198 

Roman Empire 219 

Roman pantheon 186, 381 

Royal Turin Canon 124 


Russia. See Sarmatia. 
Russians. See Slavs, East. 
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S 

Sabazius. See Riphath as Sabazius. 

Sabines tribe) 294, 402 

Sabtah as Ganesha 89, 160, 216, 280, 301 

Sabtah as Karsit 160 

Sabtah as Horus the Younger 120, 160, 279, 301-302 
Sabtah as Lugal-Kingineshdudu 113-114, 147, 160 
Sabtecah. See Peleg as Sabtecah. 

Sagara. See Nimrod as Sagara. 


Sagara (tribe) 217 

Sahure. See Sheleph as Sahure 169-171 
Samo (tribe) 234 

Samoeds (tribe) 

Samos 309 


Samug. See Eber as Samug. 

Sanakhte. See Sidon as Sanakhte. 

Saqqgez 187 

Saraceni (tribe) 216 

Saraswati. See Hamath- as Saraswati. 

Sargon of Agade. See Nimrod as Sargon of Agade. 


Sarmatia (Russia) 51-54, 168, 339-342, 401-402 
Sarmatians 187-188 
Satem Aryans 20, 25, 86, 223, 339-342 


Saturnus. See Arphaxad I as Saturnus. 
Scythes. See Uz as Scythes. 

Scythians 51-52, 168, 232, 339-342 
Sekhmet. See Uzal as Sekhmet. 

Sem (Semargl). See Shem as Semargl. 


Semites, East 17, 194, 400-401 
Semites, South 220 

Semites, West 16, 25, 29-32, 400-401 
Semitic cities 330-334 


Semitic linguistic stock 3, 325 
Serbs (South Slavs) 243 


Seres (tribe) 106, 231 

Serica. See Seres. 

Serpent image 83, 86, 221-222, 276-277 
Serug as Aha 116-119 


Serug as Asa-Manja 179, 197, 236 
Serug as Manasyu 197 


Serug as Manishtushu 89, 116-117, 179, 193, 200-202 
Serug as Menes 116-117, 119, 179, 194, 199-200 
Serug as Serug 236 


Seth, son of Adam 126 

Seth. See Shem as Seth of the Egyptian Ennead. 
Shala. See Shelah as the Shala. 

Shamash. See Obal as Shamash. 

Shara. See Uma as Shara. 
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Kingship AT Its Source 
Sheba I. See Durga (Sheba-I) as Sheba I. 
Sheba II. See Japheth as Sheba II. 
Shelah as Ares 123, 166, 232 
Shelah as Arphaxad II 87, 115, 166, 173 
Shelah as Barsalnunna 145 
Shelah as Belu 132, 167 
Shelah as Belus 89, 125, 167 
Shelah as Buri 167, 233, 403 
Shelah as Diklah 102, 119, 136, 167, 233 
Shelah as Djoser 122-124, 126, 134, 167, 243, 350 
Shelah as Lugalbanda 6, 145, 167, 233-234, 256-257 
Shelah as Marduk (Bel)23, 126, 167, 242, 251, 349 
Shelah as Nefertum 167, 353, 355 
Shelah as Picus 167, 387-388 
Shelah as proto-“King Arthur” 262 
Shelah as Shala 387-388 
Shelah as Shelah234 
Shelah as Surya 95, 167, 349-350 
Shelah as Tr Il (Bull El) 23-24, 115-116, 167, 223, 225, 329-330, 
401 
Shelah as Tukla 167, 233 
Shelah as Utuhegal 136-139, 167 


Sheleph as Asklepius 89, 98, 169, 236, 251, 355 
Sheleph as Sahure 169-171 
Shem as Adad 17, 151, 206, 300 


Shem as Aliyan Bal 28-29, 90, 114, 151 

Shem as Amun of the Egyptian Ogdoad 120, 151, 355 

Shem as Anzu 16-17, 151, 313 

Shem as Balih 90, 145, 151, 390 

Shem as Brahma151, 302 

Shem as Dadasig145, 151, 390 

Shem as Dardanus 14,151 

Shem as Enmeduranna 149, 151, 406 

Shem as Herakles 92, 151, 320-323, 334, 354 

Shem as Hittite Great Storm God (Uunna) 

Shem as Ishkur 17, 92, 151, 300-301 

Shem as Jebus- 92 

Shem as Lugalzagesi 114, 147, 151, 251, 301, 306-310 
Shem as Melchizedek 39, 136-137, 151, 253 

Shem as Mummu 83, 93, 151, 251, 254, 290 

Shem as Kumarbi (Shem) 151, 190-193, 252 

Shem as Raamah 86, 113, 151 

Shem as Ramman 151, 301 

Shem as Sem (Argl) 151 

Shem as Seth of the Egyptian Ennead 26, 29, 126, 151, 354 


Shem as Tar 151, 189 
Shem as Tata of Awan 146, 151 
Shem as Teutates 32, 37 


545 


Shem as Thor (Sig) 17, 151, 334 


Shem as Zeus 16, 90-92, 152, 320 

Shemite vassals of Genesis 10:22 115, 190-192, 252, 305-306, 
400-401 

Shem’s “Aramaean” sons in Genesis 10:23 239-241, 334- 
342 


Shem’s imperial bloodline 5, 73, 80, 94 
Shiva. See Riphath as Shiva. 

Shiva Pashupati. See Riphath as Shiva Pashupati. 
Shilluk (tribe) 234 

Shoshone (tribe) 72-75, 237 

Shu. See Ham as Shu of the Egyptian Ennead. 
Shun, Emperor 228. Also see Barid-ishshu. 
Shoshi. See Zud- as the Shoshi. 

Shushuntarana. See Zud- as Shushuntarana. 
Siberia, rivers of 50-54 

Siculi (tribe) 233 

Sidon as Ea. See Sidon as Enki. 

Sidon as Enki 62, 91, 93-99, 122, 124-128, 163, 190, 
229, 250, 312-314 

Sidon as Enmenunna 145, 163, 314 
Sidon as Gudea 138, 163, 218, 326-327 

Sidon as Izanagi 106, 163, 310 

Sidon as Ka-ap_ 106, 164, 197-198, 351, 353 
Sidon as Kasyapa 92, 95, 164, 312, 397-398 
Sidon as Kother-wa-khasis 115, 164, 312 
Sidon as Kalbum 146, 164, 199, 209, 281 


Sidon as Karibu (Ea) 62, 209, 218 

Sidon as Loki 100, 164, 289, 336 

Sidon as Nudimmud. See Sidon as Ea-Enki. 

Sidon as Pah 71, 164 

Sidon as Poseidon 88, 91-93, 164, 288, 398-399 
Sidon as Ptah 125, 138-139, 164, 310 
Sidon as Sidon 218 

Sidon as Sanakhte 106, 119, 163, 310 
Sidones (tribe) 218, 403 


Silver, personified 192 

Simpson, William Kelly 104-111, 117-119, 124, 127 
Sin- as Amentet 165, 354-355 

Sin- as Demeter 92, 164 

Sin- as Lakshmi 88, 92, 164, 303 
Sinkiang Province, China 106 
Siricani (tribe) 216 

Sirim, son of Heth 184, 231 
Siton. See Noah as Dagan. 

Sitones. See Finns. 

Slavic mythology 98, 383 

Slavs, East 236, 240 
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Kingship AT Its Source 
Slavs, South 240 
Slavs, West 240 
Smith, Michael 65 
Snefru (Snofru). See Japheth as Snefru. 
Sobek (Sobdek). See Peleg as Sobek. 
Song of Kumarbi (Shem) 27, 190-193, 250, 252, 292, 298- 
299, 306, 313 
Soptha (ancient Arabian town) 280 
Sosodowah. See Zud- as Sosondowah. 
South American mythology 63-65 
Spartans. See Lacedaemonians. 
Stag image 84-86, 253, 349 
Stele of the Vultures 181, 205 
Step Pyramid at Sakkara 122-124 
Stribog. See Phut as Stribog. 
Sublett, Kenneth 313 
Suen. See Arphaxad I as Suen. 
Suiones 208 
Sumer, cities of 81-83 
Sumer, Dynasty I (First Kish) 89-92, 126, 314-316 
Sumer, Dynasty II. See Eanna Dynasty. 
Sumer, Dynasty III period 110-114, 204, 287 


Sumerian chronology 111, 126, 129-131, 143-149, 204 
Sumerian King List 81, 83, 89-90, 111-114, 126, 130, 
143, 315 

Sumerian language 328-329 

Sumerian me 229 

Sumerian theology 396-397 

Susa (Shushan), Elamite city 310-311 


Susanowo. See Zud- as Susanowo 
Susuda. See Zud- as Susuda. 
Svantovit. See Magog as Svantovit. 
Svarog. See Japheth as Svarog. 
Svarogich. See Madai as Svarogich. 
Swanton, J. R. 213 
Swastika image 183, 187 

Swedes. See Suiones. 


T 

Tabaldak. See Mizraim as Tabaldak. 
“Tablets of Destiny” 313 

Tacitus 238 

Tamas. See Eber as Tamas. 

Tamils 40-42, 212, 284 
Tamula. See Seba as Tamula. 

Tamusi. See Ham as Tamusi. 

Tanaitae (tribe) 175, 238 

Tane-mahuta. See Cush as Tane-mahuta. 
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Tangaroa. See Mizraim as Tangaroa. 

Tan-Gun. See Canaan as Tan-Gun. 

Taranis. See Arphaxad I as Taranis. 

Tarim Basin. See Sinkiang Province. 

Tarshish as Enkidu 24, 104, 158, 271-272, 275-277, 288 
Tarshish as Lugal-tarsi 147 

Tarshish as Fenris 158, 289, 336 

Tarshish as Phoenix 62, 89, 158, 213 

Tata of Awan. See Shem as Tata of Awan. 

Tatars 206 

Tawhiri-matea. See Phut as Tawhiri-matea. 

Tefnut. See Zemar- as Tefnut. 

Telipinu. See Peleg as Telipinu. 

Tessub. See Peleg as Tessub. 

Teutates, Battle of 32-40, 114-117, 121, 252, 348 
Teutones 215 

Teutonic linguistic stock 39, 86, 222-223, 240-241 
Teutonic mythology 17, 382-383 
Texcatlipoca. See Cush as Tezcatlipoca. 

Thai 231, 319, 405-406 

Thammuz. See Tammuz and Dumuzi the Shepherd. 
Thamudeni (tribe) 207 

Thamuditae (tribe) 207 

Theocracy 98, 127, 137 

Thinis 352 

Thirty-year module 88, 125, 143 

Thor. See Shem as Thor. 


Thor, sons of 168 

Thracians 240 

Thraco-Phrygians 86, 306, 310, 391-393 

Tiamat. See Mahadevi as Tiamat. 

Tiras as Tyrsenus 13-15, 89, 156, 209 

Titans. See Ham’s sons as Titans. 

Tocharians 25, 86, 212 

Togarmah as Anhur (Horus the Elder) 157, 355 
Togarmah as Bacchus 157 

Togarmah as Birsha 136, 157, 211, 287, 395-396 
Togarmah as Cappadocian wine god 157, 185-186, 
287 

Togarmah as Inimbakesh 130, 157 

Togarmah as Kan 88, 157 

Togarmah as Pyrshak Khan 156, 287, 395-396 
Togarmah as Tuge 157, 287 


Togarmah as Xiuhtecuhtli 68-69, 157 
Tower of Babel 3-4, 83, 254 

Tr Il. See Shelah as Tr II. 

Trimurti (Hindu triunity) 302-303 
Trojans. See Phrygians. 
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Tyrsenoi. See Etruscans. 
Tyrsenus. See Tiras as Tyrsenus. 
Tubal. See Eber as Tubal. 
Tudia. See Canaan as Tudia. 
Tuge. See Togarmah as Tuge. 
Tu-matuenga. See Canaan as Tu-matuenga. 
Tukla. See Shelah as Tukla. 
“Turanians” (Ural-Altaics) 405-406 
Turks 207 
Turones (tribe) 404-406 


U 

Uadjet (Wazet). See Mahadevi as Uadjet. 
“Udu’s Bowl” 203-205 

Ugaritic mythology 14, 375 

“Ukhu City” 186, 203-205 
Ukko. See Noah as Ukko. 

Ukush. See Noah as Ukush. 

Ullikummi 192 

Ullisu aol 

Uma as Cybele 178 

Umma as Hannahanna 178, 190 

Uma as Jobab 88, 178 

Uma as Kishar 142,178 

Uma as Ku-Bau 114, 147 

Uma as Nammu 142, 178 

Uma as Nanshe 142, 178, 185, 205, 326 
Uma as Ningal 142, 178 

Uma as Nekhebet 178, 354 

Uma as Pallas Athene 92,178 
Uma as Rhea 178-179 

Uma as Shara 142,178 

Uma as Uma 244 

Uma as Uzal 178, 237 

Uma as wife of Ham 90 
Umbrians 401-402 

Umma, city of Shara 81-86 
Umman. See Uz as Umman. 

Un. See Phut as Un. 

Ur 81-86 

Ural-Altaics 49-54, 270-271, 279 
Urartians 337 

Urartu (Ararat) 287 

Ur-Nammu. See Ham as Ur-Nammu. 
Ur-Nanshe. See Heth as Ur-Nanshe. 
Ur-Nanshe Plaque 181, 183-185, 219 
Ur-Nanshe’s sons 46-49, 181-189, 219 
Uruash 387-388. Also see Ur-Nanshe. 
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Uruk (Unug), city of Inanna 6, 81-86, 271 
Uruk-Aratta War 4-10, 109, 144, 178, 181-183, 189-190, 200, 
264, 270, 273, 276- 277, 288, 317, 344 
Userkaf. See Almodad as Userkaf. 

Utes (tribe) 72-75, 237 

Utu. See Obal as Utu. 

Utuhegal. See Shelah as Utuhegal. 

Uunna. See Shem as Hittite Great Storm God. 

Uz as Human 167, 232 

Uz as Scythes 88, 167, 232 

Uz as Umman 167 

Uzal. See Inanna as Uzal. 


V 
Vali, son of Sidon 289, 336 
Vanstiphout, Herman XIV, 255, 257, 328-329 


Varuna. See Nimrod as Varuna. 
Vascones. See Basques. 


Vedic hymns 223, 267-269 
Veles. See Ham as Veles. 

Velle (tribe) 215 
Vietnamese 405-406 


Vishnu. See Ashkenaz as Vishnu. 
Vishnu, three strides of 265, 336 
Vlachs (Wallachs, Pelasgians) 210 


Vulture image 205 

W 

Waddell, Laurence Austine 14-15, 38, 42, 46-49, 116- 
117, 123, 183-187, 193- 205, 293 


Wakanda. See Ashkenaz as Wakan-Tanka. 
Wakan-Tanka. See Ashkenaz as Waken-Tanka. 
Wash. See Ashkenaz as Wash. 

West Semites. See Semites, West. 

Wheel image. 115, 172 

Wolkstein, Diane 82, 99, 190, 229 


Wu (Chinese) 319 

Wu-Di (Chinese Emperors) 219, 225, 227-228, 317-319 
».4 

Xia Dynasty 219 


Xiuhtecuhtli. See Togarmah as Xiuhtecuhtli. 
Xuthus. See Cush as Xuthus. 


Y 
Yakuts 210 
Yamm. See Eber as Yamm. 
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Yao, Emperor 228, 231. Also see Kampilya. 
Yarilo. See Ashkenaz as Yarilo. 
Yarlaganda. See Ashkenaz as Yarlaganda. 
Yavanas (Ionians) 196, 217 
Yemaya. See Mahadevi as Yemaya. 
Yerikh. See Arphaxad I as Yerikh. 


Yue (Mandarin Chinese) 319 
Z 
Zangara, god of dreams 329 


Zemar- as Ganga88, 92, 165 
Zemar- as Hestia92, 165, 354 
Zemar- as Neith 165, 354-355 
Zemar- as Tefnut29, 165 

Zemar- as Zemyna 165 
Zemyna. See Zemar- as Zemyna. 
Zeus. See Shem as Zeus. 
Ziusudra. See Noah as Ziusudra. 
Zoroastrianism 267-268 

Zu. See Shem as Anzu. 

Zuabu. See Japheth as Zuabu. 
Zud- as the Shoshi 387-388 
Zud- as Shushuntarana 162, 197, 311 


Zud- as Sosondowah 162 
Zud- as Susanowo 61, 105-106, 162, 217, 310-311 
Zud- as Susuda 89, 145, 162, 297, 310 
Zulus (tribe) 329 
OTHER BOOKS 
by 


JOHN D. PILKEY 


1. ORIGIN OF THE NATIONS, 1984 

Thought-provoking and intelligently written. Great read if you are 
interested in new ideas from the Creation Science perspective. 
Dedicated to monogenetic interpretations of world mythology. 
Researched for over twenty years, the volume contains a wealth 
of archaeological and mythological material. Critiques of the 
work abound online. - By nettiespaghettion January 12, 2013. 
Amazon Books. 

I will probably like it better when I finish it. It is a little hard to 
read because of the author's style of organizing information. It 
does have a lot of information that I find complementary to Ken 
Johnson's Ancient Post-Flood History: - By Kerenon August 22, 
2014. Amazon Books. 


2. KINGSHIP AT ITS SOURCE, 2007 
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Literate world history took shape during the course of the third 
millennium BCE chiefly in the Mesopotamian land of Sumer. 
There is a vast difference between the way secular scholars 
process this data and the way believers in the Bible can and 
should process it. By accepting at face value both the 
chronological perspective of the Bible and the high longevities of 
the Noahic patriarchs, biblicists can make sense of Sumerian 
data and revolutionize the image of world history at its source. 
To make good on this premise, it is essential to compare and 
match names from kinglists and mythological pantheons. What 
emerges from these comparisons is a set of fifty-four feudal and 
imperial aristocrats who created world civilization in their own 
image. Once these persons are known, world history loses its 
aura of randomness and anonymity and takes shape as a single, 
variously detailed story. 

On Barnes & Noble. http://www.barnesandnoble.com 


REVIEWS 


This is a seminal and important book. Possibly almost in the same 
league as "The Genesis Flood" by Morris and Whitcomb. (Though 
not near as readable for most. ) I was thrilled to find this book 
having searched and found nothing else that treated our earliest 
history of civilization from a Biblical perspective. That said, I 
found more than a few of the details of Pilkey's analysis to be 
above my pay grade. His premises seem solid (and such a 
fascinating subject! ), but I just don't have the knowledge-base to 
know whether all his details add up. I hope Pilkey writes a 
revision or a parallel text that is more accessible without 
dumbing it down. This is a serious, scholarly book. What I did 
understand was well worth the price of admission! I'm currently 
rereading it and getting more out of it the second time. I strongly 
recommend this book to anyone who is reasonable well-read and 
has a strong interest in early Postdiluvian history. - By 
Wordmahnon July 19, 2014. Amazon Books. 

This is an EXCELLENT BOOK. I read the first edition. I talked to 
John Pilkey 15-20 years ago (in California) and in the past 5 
years. A wonderful knowledgable man. If you want to go deep on 
the origin of the nations (the original title) get this book. This is 
not a skip through it read book. It will challenge your literary and 
historical knowledge into a_ biblical perspective. - By MT. 
Claybrook on November 23, 2013.Amazon Books. 


3. A CONTINUOUS NARRATIVE OF EARLY POSTDILUVIAN 
HISTORY, 2017 


4. A POSTDILUVIAN TIMELINE , 2017 
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[“A Mesopotamian Timeline” ] 


5. A DESIGNED WORLD, 2017 
[“Noah’s Designed World” ] 


OTHER BOOKS AND RESOURCES 


NOAH’S ARK AND THE GENESIS-10 PATRIARCHS, 
2014 
by Ross S Marshall 
A Mono-mythological comparison of ancient pantheons and 
primer to Dr. John Pilkey’s Genesis-10 studies. On Amazon Books. 
http://www.amazon.com 
This is a most unique and, I think, valuable book. The author and 
a few others came to the conclusion that the only place to find 
history where none was written as history was to look back to the 
mythology for clues. When the earliest family had extended lives 
and were probably larger then those of following generations, 
you would expect to see them be leaders, heroes, and finally 
"gods". The problem is determining which people were which 
gods. This is the journey the author took. He has given me 
information that I can use to fill in the historical gap from the 
Flood to about 2000 B.C. in a Biblically oriented chronological 
chart I have been working on for over 6 years now. Bravo and 
thank you Mr. Marshall!. - By Mark D. Hornbogenon July 18, 
2016. Amazon Books. 


WHERE GENESIS PEOPLE FACED DINOSAURS, 2016 
An Adventure in Paleontological Research by Paul O Rosnau. On 
Amazon Books. http://www.amazon.com 
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2951 Goodwater Ave 

Redding CA 96002 
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